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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir FREQUENTLY happens that it is very desirable for special 
reasons to have a shorthand note of the evidence given in certain 
kinds of cases: where, for instance, the evidence is of a highly 
technical nature, or again where one party or the other 
announces his intention of appealing in case of an adverse 
decision, and more especially if such a case is a “ test” case 
upon which many other actions depend. The true rule which 
governs the allowance of the costs of such notes cannot 
be too clearly understood and carefully appreciated by 
litigants. That this is not at present the case is evidenced 
by the numerous cases in which parties neglect to act upon 
it. The latest example of this is in the case of Zhe 
Turret Court decided by the President of the Probate, &c., 
Division this week, in which an unsuccesful application was 
made for costs of shorthand notes, taken in a case of a 
highly technical character, to be allowed on taxation. The 
true rule is, as the President pointed out, well established, if 
narrow, that the application to allow such costs must be made 
before the order is drawn up. The reason for the rule is that such 
costs are not included in general costs but require a special 
direction which must be embodied in the order. this special 
direction is not obtained, and the order is drawn up without it, 
the court has no jurisdiction to allow such costs, since it cannot 
alter an order when once made. The rale is, of course, highly 
technical, but still is founded on sense, since in most cases 
the hearing 1s the time when the judge is seised of all the facts, 
and can best decide whether the nature of the case has necessi- 
tated such notes. To allow subsequent applications would 
entail a waste of time and expense. In the case of representative 
parties, such as liquidators or executors, it is partic 
needful to remember the rule, since, if there is no i 
direction, they will have to pay the costs personally and may 
have no recourse against the estate. 





Tue riGut of a creditor who obtains a grant of administration, 
and enters into the usual administration , to retain his own 
debt—a right which operates to the detriment of other creditors 
when the estate is inselvent—was again hotly attacked in Re 





Belham \ately before Banas, J. It will be remembered that 
20 
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this right was upheld in the case of Davies v. Parry (47 W. RB. 
429), and that in consequence of that decision the words of the 
bond have been altered from ‘‘not unduly preferring 
his own debt” to “not, however, preferring,” which in the 
Opinion of the President would meet the difficulty: see Weekly 
Notes, 28rd December, 1899. But in Re Belham the grant was 
made previous to the amendment, with the result that one 
creditor mops up the whole of the assets. It is certainly very 
doubtful whether the rule was ever intended to apply in the 
case of creditors, except when the executor was a creditor, in 
which case apparently by the common law the debt was 
x facto treated as extinguished: see per Linpixy, M.R., in Re 

hodes (47 W. R. 432). This view is strengthened by the fact 
that a t of administration to a creditor, as creditor, was 
under the old practice supplemented by a pro rata bond in 
addition to the ordinary administration bond, and that it is now 
the practice to insert a pro rata clause in the ordinary administra- 
tion bond. In Jn the Goods of Brackenbury (2 P. D. 272), on which 
Romer, J., relied in Davies vy. Parry, no pro rata bond had been 
taken. It is to be hoped that the whole subject will be threshed 
out in, and put on a clear footing by, the Court of Appeal in 
the appeal from his decision which was encouraged by 
Barnzs, J. 





In a case tried last week before Day, J., against two 

isoners jointly, counsel for the defence called some witnesses 
and then called the prisoners themselves. The learned judge 
thereupon said that he would allow the prisoners to be called, 
although other witnesses for the defence had already been 
called, but he did not wish it to be taken as a precedent ; the 
proper time for a prisoner to give his evidence was at the con- 
clusion of the opening speech of his counsel. Now it is 
submitted that the learned judge had no power whatever to 
allow, or to refuse to allow, the prisoners to give evidence on 
their own behalf. An accused person can give evidence, as a 
rule, only under the provisions of the Criminal Evidence Act, 
1898, and there is only one section of that Act—namely, section 2, 
which in any way prescribes the point at which the prisoner 
must give his evidence. That section says that, “ where the 
only witness to the facts of the case called by the defence is the 
person charged, he shall be called as a witness immediately after 
the close of the evidence for the prosecution.” This obviously 
applies only to a case where the prisoner alone is called, and 
expressio unius est exclusio alterius; therefore where other 
witnesses also are called, the ordinary rule applies that the 
defending counsel shall call his witnesses in whatever order his 
discretion dictates. One or two judges have taken somewhat 
the same line as Day, J., did lately, and chairmen of 
quarter sessions have done the same. Probably no judge has 
gone so far as to refuse to allow a prisoner to give evidence 
after other witnesses, but counsel have been forced by judges to 
call os before any other evidence. Ifa judge did refuse 
to allow a prisoner to give his evidence after other witnesses, 
a conviction could not stand; for the improper rejection of 
evidence tendered for a defendant in a criminal case vitiates a 
conviction. What possible right, then, can a judge have to inter- 
fere with the discretion of counsel? It is true that, asa rule, it is 
obviously the best course to call the prisoner first, but there no 
doubt are exceptions to the rule; and as a judge cannot know 
what the defence is until he hears it, he cannot judge whether 
there may not be good reason for postponing the prisoner’s 
evidence. Of course, if there is any appearance of the 
prisoner deliberately moulding his own story so as to fit in with 
what he has heard the other witnesses say, the prosecution and 
the judge will comment upon the fact, and the prisoner’s 
evidence will have but little weight. In the exceptional cases, 
however, which may occur, counsel must be Pers to use their 
discretion. It they use it badly, the consequences will probably 
recoil on the clients’ heads. 


interfere. Section 2 was probably inserted in the Act merely | 
to secure that a defending counsel should not make two speeches 
where the prisoner is his only witness. In this case he has to be 
content with one, but section 3 gives him the right to make that 
one after the prosecution has summed up, and so to have the 
coveted last word. 








A judge, however, should not | 





In wHAT circumstances can a wrongdoer be made to pay 
damages twice for the same wrongful act? This question arogs 
in the case of Eilen v. The Great Northern Railway Co., which 
came before Buoxn1t1, J. (reported elsewhere). The plaintiff, g 
postal sorter, having been injured by a collision on the 
defendants’ railway, was attended by a medical man for con- 
cussion of the brain and shock to his system, and was also 
examined by a doctor on behalf of the railway company. He 
subsequently instructed his solicitor to accept £190 from 
the company and signed the following receipt: ‘ Received 
of the Great Northern Railway Oo. the sum of £190 in full 
satisfaction and discharge of all claims, legal and medical 
charges included, in respect of injuries sustained by Mr. T. E. J, 
Ellen near Babworth Sovadiade on the 16th of March, 1899.” 
The plaintiff received the money and returned to his work, but 
his eyesight soon afterwards began to fail, so that in February, 
1900, he was dismissed from his employment and afterwards 
became totally blind. He thereupon commenced the present 
action against the company to recover compensation, in 
addition to the amount which he had already received, 
alleging that his blindness was due to the injuries which he had 
sustained by the collision. It was admitted that neither the 
plaintiff nor his doctor knew, or had reasonable grounds for 
supposing, when he received the money, that his eyesight had 
been affected. In these circumstances the company contended 
that the receipt of the money by the plaintiff amounted in 
law to a satisfaction of the whole cause of action 
and that he was excluded from any further compensation, 
but the learned judge decided that it was a question 
of fact to be decided by a jury whether the plaintiff 
had entered into a contract to accept the £190 in full satis- 
faction of all damage sustained or to be sustained by him from 
the injury, or whether he merely took the money as compensa- 
tion for the injuries which had been brought to his knowledge, 
and would have refused to take it if he had thought thatit 
would prevent him from obtaining anything for an injury 
which had remained undisclosed and declared itself afterwards, 
The decision of the learned judge appears to be based 
upon the familiar rule that a receipt is an admission 
only, and not a contract, and that the party signing 
the receipt is at liberty to explain or contradict anything 
which is stated in it. One or two cases were cited 
in the argument ; but the whole subject was most carefully 
examined and explained, as far back as 1871, by Metuisu, LJ., 
in Lee v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. (Lu. R. 6 Ch. App. 
527). A case like that of the plaintiff will always excite 
sympathy, and a railway company is at a disadvan 
where it is submitted to a jury. But it must 
remembered that the payment of money to the plaintiff was 
intended to secure the company from an action for damages, 
and that if he had recovered any damages for injuries to his 
person, he could not have maintained a further action for fresh 
bodily injuries caused by the same act of negligence merel 
because they had Leen discovered or developed subsequently. If 
a simple memorandum of agreement, stating that the company 
had agreed to pay a person injured by accident a certain sum, 
and that he agreed to accept it in full satisfaction of all damages 
sustained, or to be sustained by him, were to be tendered 
that person, he would gp sign it without any mental 
reservation. And in such a case, always assuming that there 
was no evidence of fraud, the agreement would be a barto 
further proceedings. 





A question of some nicety arose in the Gloucester Municipal 
Election Petition, Ford vy. Newth (reported ante, p. 327). The 
ground of the petition was that the respondent was incapable 
of being elected a councillor of the city by reason that 
at the date of his nomination and election he had aa 
interest in a contract with the city council, By section 12! 
the Municipal Corporations Act a person is ‘disqualified for 


| being elected and for being a councillor if and while he ha 
| directly or indirectly . a 
| contract or employment with, by, or on behalf of the council. 


any share or interest in any 


The fact of the existence of such a disqualification in the case o 
a candidate is made one of the grounds for presenting #@ 
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election petition by section 88 of the same Act; and it is not a 


matter which can be dealt with by the returning officer: 
Pritchard v. Mayor of Bangor (13 App. Cas. 241). 


for tenders for certain goods. The respondent made a written 


iffer to supply the goods for the year 1900 according to a 


schedule of prices. The acceptance of this offer was recom- 
mended by the Street Committee, and adopted and confirmed 
by the city council. No definite quantity of goods to be supplied 


was mentioned on either side. During the year 1900, up to the 


20th of October, the respondent supplied goods of the character 
mentioned in his offer as and when required, and received 
payment according to the terms of his offer. At the date 
mentioned, sums were owing to him which were not paid until 
after the election. On the 19th of October he applied to the 
Finance Committee to be relieved from his tender, and they 
passed a resolution relieving him subject to the approval of the 
city council, which was given on the 30th of October. On the 
24th of October the respondent was nominated, and on the Ist of 
November he was elected, a councillor. The main defence 
of the respondent was that there was no contract, the 
council not being under any obligation to order any 
goods at all from the respondent: Great Northern Railway 
Co. v. Witham (L. R, 9 ©. P. 16), Daritine and CHannett, 
JJ, however, held that the city council were bound 
to order from the respondent, and from him only, any goods of 
the class mentioned in his tender which they might require, and 
that there was, therefore, a contract. It was also urged that 
the ratification by the city council on the 30th of October of the 
resolution of their committee on the 19th of October relieving 
the respondent from his obligation to supply under his tender 
must be held to relate back (on the principle of Belton Partners v, 
Lambert, 41 Ch. D. 295), and so to have determined the contract 
before the date of nomination: the court declined to hold that 
the ratification would relate back so as to alter the rights of the 
other candidates. On a third question—whether the existence 
at the time of the election of a debt to the respondent for goods 
previously supplied gave him an interest in a contract—the 
court expressed no opinion. The decision of the two previous 
ate was by no means free from difficulty, but it appears to 

well founded, and it is satisfactory that the doctrine of 
Belton Partners v. Lambert has not been further extended ; that 
decision is perhaps more likely to suffer the reverse process : 
seeper Lord Linpiey in Fleming v. Bank of New Zealand (1900, 
A. 0., at p. 587). 





AN ACCUSED person is presumed by the law of England to be 
innocent until he is proved guilty; or, in the words of Sir J. F. 
StePHEN, “the burden of proving that any person has been 
guilty of a crime or wrongful act is on the person who asserts it.”’ 
There are, nevertheless, certain exceptions to this rule; for 
example, any person in whose possession is found any instrument 
for counterfeiting current coins is guilty of felony unless he can 
prove his innocence. The exceptions, on examination, will be 
found in general to consist of cases where the proof of a 
certain fact raises an almost overwhelming presumption of guilt, 
while at the same time being quite consistent with innocence. 
The commonest of these exceptions arises where a person is 
found in possession of goods which are proved to have been quite 
recently stolen ; here the accused, to escape conviction for larceny, 
must prove that he came by the guods honestly. It is rather hard 
to see, however, why to this important principle of law an excep- 
tion should be found in London which is not found in the rest of 
England. Yet such seems to be the case. Section 66 of 2 & 3 
Viet. c, 47 provides that a constable in the Metropolitan district 
may “stop, search, and detain” any person who may be reasonably 
suspected of having or conveying in any manner anything “‘ stolen 
or unlawfully obtained.” 
tection 24 of 2 & 3 Vict. c. 71 provides that every person who 
shall be brought before a Metropolitan police magistrate “‘ charged 
with having in his possession or conveying in any manner any 
thing which may be reasonably suspected of being stolen or 
wnlawfully obtained, and who shall not give an account to the 


The facts 
relating to the alleged disqualification in the present case were 
as follows : In December, 1899, the council of the city advertised 


Supplementary to this we find that | po 


deemed guilty of a misdemeanour” and punished with a fine not 
exceeding £5, or imprisonment with hard labour for not exceeding 
two months. So that here we have a statutory provision under 
which a perfectly innocent man who has merely come under 
the suspicion of a constable may be sent to prison for two 
months if he is obstinate enough to refuse to prove his innocence. 
It is not for a moment suggested that such injustice is in 
fact often done, but most probably such things have happened 
and it is very strange that they should be possible. It requires 
little ingenuity to imagine cases in which a man could not account 
for articles found in his possession without bringing disgrace upon 
some other person, and would rather go to prison innocent than 
do so. If this law applied to the whole country, probably 
injustice would often be done by the lay magistrates. But as it 
is, justice is pretty safe in the hands of the trained Metropolitan 
police magistrates. They use their powers not infrequently, but 
still sparingly, and with great discretion. Lately, a man was 
arrested whose bulky appearance excited a dete:tive’s suspicion. 
On being searched, his underclothing was found to consist 
of sheets of lead apparently cut from the roof of some house. 
He refused to explain why he thus went clad in armour, and no 
attempt was made by the police to prove where the lead came 
from. He was punished, and no one will be likely to say injustice 
was done. He was not proved to be guilty, however, and the 
goods were not proved to have been stolen. In fact his guilt was 
presumed from the fact that when he was charged with a crime 
he refused to prove his innocence! There is no exception 
to the general principle so marked as this purely London 


exception. 





Tue casE of Rosher v. Young (reported elsewhere), decided by 
FarweEt, J., this week, isan example of the difficulties which 
arise when a trade name passes to business rivals of the indi- 
vidual to whom the name naturally belongs. The plaintiff had 
previously to 1897 carried on business under the title of “ F. 
Rosner & Co.” In that year he took A. and B. into the business 
as partners, and it was continued under the same style. In 
1899 the plaintiff retired from the partnership under an agree- 
ment, one clause of which forbade that he should trade under 
the name of ‘‘ F. Rosnsr & Co.” so long as A. and B. continued 
to trade under that name ; and he assigned to them his share in 
the goodwill of the partnership. In 1900 A. and B. assigned 
the lease of the business premises and the goodwill of the 
business to the defendant, who thereupon carried on the business 
under the old name—F. Rosner & Oo. The plaintiff also used 
the same trade name, and he sought to restrain the defendant 
from using it on the ground of the confusion and loss which 
was caused. The existence of such inconvenience, however, 
does not seem to be any ground for the interference of the 
courts. It is a result which the parties have brought upon 
themselves. The sale of the goodwill of a business, it was said 
by Jamus, L.J., in Levy v. Walker (10 Oh. D., p. 449), conveys 
the right to the use of the partnership name as a description of 
the articles sold, and that right is an exclusive right as against 
the person who sold it, and as against all the world, so that no 
other person can represent himeelf as carrying on the same 
business. Jn the present case the plaintiff hed not parted with 
his right to the trade name to this extent, for he was to 
be debarred from using it only so long as A, and B. 
carried on the business. But while his right to it revived on the 
assignment of the business by them, none the less a similar 
right to use it passed to the assignee. Such at least was the 
construction which Farwett, J., placed upon the agreement. 
The effect of this was that the title “ F. RosHER & Co.,” so soon 
as A. and B. should cease to trade under it, belonged equally to 
the assignor, the present plaintiff, and to the persons (if any) 
purchasing the goodwill of the business from A.andB. The 
right to the use of a trade name is indeed, as Linptsy, M.R., 
inted out in Burchell vy. Wilde (48 W. R. 491; 1900, 1 Ch, 
551), limited by the rale that the person using it must not do so 
in such a manner as to hold out a former er as a 
er with him in the business, but it was not established that 
the plaintiff had any reason to complain on this ground, The 
two businesses, therefore, must go on under the same name 








Matisfaction of such magistrate how he came by the same, shall be 





until the parties themselves arrange otherwiee. 
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THE piFFicutty of bringing home to highway authorities 
responsibility for injuries caused by the defective condition of a 
highway has become proverbial. The most recent attempt, made 
by the plaintiff in Lambert vy. Mayor of Lowestoft (ante, p. 295), 
failed as signally as so many previous ones. The facts were 
rather peculiar. A junction of a drain with a sewer, made in 
mortar, was worked through by rats, and a hole caused under the 
road. The crown of the road gave way and the plaintiffs’ horse 
was injured. The plaintiff's claim was based on three grounds. 
First, on negligence in construction of the sewer; secondly, 
on negligence in making up the road after laying the sewer; 
and thirdly, on the existence of a nuisance in fact which 
caused the highway to be defective. As regards (1) and 
(2) the claim broke down on the facts, the Lord Chief Justice 
holding that there was no evidence of negligence to go to 
the jury. The local authority constructed the sewer under the 
Public Health Act, 1875, and in the execution of their statutory 
duty could not be liable unless negligent. The second claim 
amounted to an allegation of misfeasance, an undoubted ground of 
liability, but which could not be sustained unless negligence were 
proved. The third claim really amounted to an attempt to make 
the defendants liable for injury caused by an act of omission 
on their part, or non-feasance. Apparently the suggestion was 
that the very fact of the nuisance existing in fact must be held 
evidence of negligence on the part of the local authority, just as in 
certain accident cases the very happening of the accident is held 
to be prima facie evidence of negligence. But the law is too well 
settled to be ehanged by anything less than an Act of Parliament. 
An action for damages will not lie against a highway authority for 
non-repair even in cases where non-repair constitutes an indictable 
breach of duty: Cowley v. Newmarket Local Beard (1892, 
A. C. 345). It is often hard on individual members of the public, 
especially as it is very difficult in most cases to prove negligence 
amounting to misfeasance. 





Tue Two workmen’s compensation cases which came before 
the Court of Appeal on the 12th inst. raised novel points, but 
did not present any very serious difficulty. In Fullick v. Evans & 
Co, the question was as to the meaning to be given to the word 
‘“ railroad ” in the definition clause (section 7 (2) ) of the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897. The applicant was injured by 
an accident while working at the erection of a signal-box which 
the respondents, his employers, were constructing upon a railway 
in course of construction by another firm of engineers. The 
county court judge held that the applicant was employed “ in or 
about engineering work ” within the meaning of section 7 (1) of 
the Act, and that his employment was therefore one to which the 
Act applies. “Engineering work,” according to section 7 (2), 
means *‘any work of construction or alteration or repair of a 
railroad,” &c., and it was argued (without success) that, as the 
term ‘‘railway” is frequently used in the same section, 
the term ‘‘railroad” must have some different and more 
restricted meaning, such as ‘‘the permanent way.” It is 
not surprising that the Master of the Rolls, “ knowing 
the Act well,” declined to infer that the Legislature 
intended to denote any distinction of meaning by the use 
of the two words; it would appear to be equally probable 
that “railroad” was introduced as a pleasing variation of 
language or in compliment to America. In Thompson v. 
Ashington Coal Co, an attempt was made to contend that the 
death of a miner from blood-poisoning which directly resulted 
from a piece of coal having worked its way into his knee was 
not due to an accident arising in the course of his employment ; 
as the man was intentionally working on his knees it was 
said that the penetration of the coal was the natural result and 
was not fortuitous or accidental ; this contention found no favour, 
and the appeal was dismissed. 





THERE uAs been one application for registration with an 
absolute title of leasehold land in the county of London advertised 
during the last week. Thirteen applications during twenty 
weeks—all relative to land in London. 








Selden Society will be held on Wednesday, the 20th instant, at 
the Council Room, Lincoln’s-inn Hall, at 4.30 p.m., when Lord 
Liyvizy will preside. 








MORTGAGES OF REGISTERED LAND. 
I 


Wuart sort of a security should an intending mortgagee of 
registered land require? Can he safely rest content with the 
registered charge provided by the Land Transfer Acts, or should 
he insist on having a conveyance of the legal estate in the lands 
charged, or on being registered as proprietor? He will 
naturally desire to be placed in as good a position for the 
purpose of realizing bis security, if necessary, as he would be 
under a mortgage of unregistered land in the old established 
form. Let us therefore consider whether the statutory charge 
on registered land affords the chargee equal advantages in this 
respect with a mortgagee of unregistered land. And first, with 
regard to freeholds. 

The remedies of a mortgagee of freeholds under a mortgage 
in fee in the usual form are four. First, to sue the mortgagor 
personally under his covenant for repayment. Secondly, 
to sell the mortgaged land under his power of sale. Thirdly, to 
sue for foreclosure. And fourthly, to enter into possession and 
hold and take the rents and profits of the mortgaged land. As 
is well known, the remedy by entry into possession is only 
exercised by mortgagees in the last resort, by reason of the 
liability incumbent on a mortgagee in possession to account on 
the footing of wilful default. But entry into possession carries 
with it this compensation, that if the mortgagee continue in 
possession for twelve years without giving any written acknow- 
ledgment of the mortgagor’s title, the equity of redemption is 
absolutely extinguished under the Statute of Limitations, not- 
withstanding any disability on the part of the mortgagor or 
any person claiming under him: Kinsman v. Rouse (17 Ch. D. 
104), Forster v. Patterson (ibid. 182). By twelve years’ possession, 
therefore, a mortgagee obtains an absolute title without any 
further act on his part; he gets even a better title than by fore- 
closure ; for foreclosure may be reopened, but under the Statute 
of Limitations all right and title of the mortgagor is utterly 
barred. 

The chargee under a registered charge is on equal terms 
with a mortgagee as regards suing the mortgagor personally, 
the covenant implied in a registered charge under section 23 of 
the Land Transfer Act, 1875, appearing to be as good as an 
express covenant for payment contained in a mortgage deed, and 
the success of either remedy depending, of course, on the 
solvency of the mortgagor. As regards the sale of the land 
charged, the remedy of the chargee under a registered charge 
with a power of sale does not appear to be inferior to that of 4 
mortgagee. Under section 27 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, 
the registered proprietor of a registered charge with a power 
of sale is empowered to sell and transfer the land charged in 
the same manner as if he were the registered proprietor thereof. 
He can therefore transfer the land to a purchaser, and such 
transfer when registered will confer on the transferee the estate 
in fee simple in the land, with such reservations only as are 
specified in sections 30, 31, and 32 of the Land Transfer Act, 
1875, according as the mortgagor’s registered title was absolute, 
qualified, or possessory. Such a transfer may be registered 
without production of the land certificate, to the custody of 
which the chargee is not entitled except by special stipulation; 
the certificate of charge only being required to be produced: 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 8 (4). 

With respect to foreclosure, the chargee under a registered 
charge seems to be at a slight disadvantege as compared withs 
mortgagee by deed in the usual form. The mortgagee he 
obtained the legal estate in fee simple in the mortgaged land 
by the conveyance thereof contained in the mortgage d 
When, therefore, he procures a decree for foreclosure absolut, 
his interest is in equity changed from being a charge only ist 
full beneficial ownership ; but with regard to his estate «af /a, 
no change is worked by the decree for foreclosure; the mort 
gagee has the same legal estate which became absolute on not 
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mortgage deed. The effect of foreclosure is to give him the like 
estate in equity as he had before at law. Now the chargee 
under a registered charge does not appear to obtain the 
chargor’s estate in the land charged. He seems to get 
a legal charge, a lien at law, on the land for payment 
of the money secured ; and this seems to give him an interest, 
but no estate, in the land, Under the 26th section of the 
Land Transfer Act, 1875, however, he is given the right 
to enforce a foreclosure or sale of the land charged “in the 
game manner, and under the same circumstances in and under 
which he might enforce the same if the land had been transferred 
to him by way of mortgage.” It has been suggested that these 
words seem to imply that the mortgagee who forecloses will acquire 
the legal estate: Brickdale and Sheldon’s Land Transfer Acts, 
161. But they seem rather intended to assure to the chargee 
the same right to sue for foreclosure as the law allows to a legal 
or an equitable mortgagee of lands, and to guard against the 
supposition that he is entitled to a decree for sale only: see 
Carter v. Wake (4 Ch. D, 605). And where an applicant for a 
decree for foreclosure absolute has not the legal estate, as where 
he is an equitable mortgagee, there appears to be nothing in the 
order which can operate to convey the legal estate to him: see 
2 Seton on Decrees, 1695, 1696, 1704 (5th ed.). It seems, 
however, that the chargee under a registered charge, who 
procures an order for foreclosure absolute, will thereby obtain 
the full beneficial ownership in the land ; and according to rule 
110 of the Land Transfer Rules, 1898, he has the right to be 
entered on the register as proprietor of the land. It seems 
to be considered that on such registration he will obtain 
the same estate as he would obtain under sections 30 to 
82 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, upon a registered 
transfer for valuable consideration made by the mortgagor: 
see Brickdale and Sheldon’s Land Transfer Acts, 161, note 
(c). But the Acts do not say so; and even ruje 110, which 
is the only express provision authorizing a chargee who has 
foreclosed to be registered as proprietor of the land, appears to 
be founded on a mere inference as to the intended effect of 
section 26 of the Act of 1875. The Acts have also omitted to 
provide that such registration may be made without production 
of the land certificate. But apparently the production of the 
land certificate will not be required, the case being treated as 
analogous to that of a sale by a chargee under his power of 
sale: Brickdale and Sheldon’s Land Transfer Actes, 161. 

It is in respect of the remedy by entry into possession that 
the position of a chargee under a registered charge compares 
most unfavourably with that of a mortgagee of unregistered 
land. A mortgagee taking possession of unregistered land 
enters thereon as tenant in fee simple at law; and after twelve 
years’ possession without acknowledgment, he becomes, as we 
have seen, full owner in equity as well as at law, all right and 
title of the mortgagor, and all persons claiming under him, 
being completely extinguished. ‘The chargee under a registered 
charge has an express right of entry upon the land charged 
under section 25 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, subject to the 
liability attached to a mortgagee in possession. But he does not 
appear to be placed in the position of a tenant in fee simple 
entering upon his own land; his estate, when he enters into 
possession, seems to resemble that of a tenant by elegit. As 
regards acquiring an absolute title by twelve years’ possession, 
he is met by section 12 of the Land Transfer Act, 1897. This 
enacts that a title to registered land adverse to or in derogation 
of the title of the registered proprietor shall not be acquired by 
any length of possession, and the registered proprietor may at 
any time make an entry or bring an action to recover possession 
of the land accordingly; provided that where a person 
would but for the provisions of the principal Act or of 
this section have obtained a title by possession to registered 
land, he may apply for an order for rectification of the 
register under section 95 of the principal Act, and 
on such application the court may, subject to any estates or 
rights acquired by registration for valuable consideration in 
nes of the principal Act or this Act, order the register to 
@ rectified accordingly. It appears, therefore, that a chargee 
under a registered charge who has been for twelve years in 
possession of the laud charged without giving any acknowledg- 
ment of the mortgagor's title, does not ipso facto obtain an 





absolute title to the land or even the absolute right to have such 
a title vested in him by order of the court. But in order to 


obtain a good title to the land free from the equity of redemption 
he is obliged to make an application to the court, thus 


incurring an expense from which the mortgagee of unregistered 
land is free. On such an application the court may, ype A 
in its judicial discretion, order the register to be rectified by the 
entry of the chargee as proprietor of the land ; but the exercise 
even of this discretion is made subject to any estates or rights 
acquired by registration for valuable consideration in pursuance 


of the Acts. The effect appears to be that, where the 
chargor has since the chargee’s entry into on made a 
registered transfer of, or charge on, the , the original 


chargee’s right to call for the rectification of the register will be 
postponed until the expiration of twelve years from the time of 
such transfer or subsequent charge; and in the meantime he 
remains liable to account to such transferee or subsequent 
chargee, who will be entitled to redeem. When a mortgagee 
enters into possession the security is usually deficient; he is 
generally unable to realize the amount advanced by sale, 
nothing is to be got by suing the mortgagor, and the rents and 
profits are seldom equal to the amount of interest due. On the 
other hand, the liability to account is very strict. It seems, 
therefore, to be a great disadvantage in the position of a 
chargee under a registered charge that, after twelve years’ 
possession of the land charged without acknowledgment, he 
cannot obtain immunity from the liability to account or ex- 
tinguishment of the equity of redemption without the trouble 
and expense of an application to the court, and that his right to 
obtain such immunity and extinguishment may be indefinitely 
postponed by the acts of the registered eS for the time 
being of the land in making registered dispositions thereof for 
valuable consideration. = 

The conclusion seems to be that the chargee under a registered 
charge is not in as good a position for the purpose of realizing 
his security as a mortgagee of i land by deed in 
the usual form. So long as the money secured can be realized 
by sale, the chargee is at no disadvantage ; but his remedy by 
entering into possession is notably inferior to that of the mort- 
gagee. It seems to follow that a m proposing to lend 
money on the security of registered land should only accept a 
registered charge in cases where the value of the land so far 
exceeds the principal amount advanced that it is ee 
certain that the money secured will always be zable by 
sale. In other cases he should, it is submitted, insist on 
being registered as the proprietor of the land. It is of 
little use for him to take a conveyance of the fee simple 
by deed without being registered as proprietor ; for although 
in such case he would, on taking sion, be entering as 
tenant in fee, he would nevertheless be within the provisions of 
section 12 of the Act of 1897, as he would still be claiming a 
title adverse to that of the registered a gore If, however, 
he be registered as proprietor of the , he would avoid the 
restrictions created \ t section ; and the equity of redemp- 
tion, being in that case a mere unregistered equity, would be 
barred by twelve years’ possession. s 

There is another advantage to a mortgagee of land 
in being registered as proprietor. Under sections 30-32 of the 
Act of 1875 a registered transfer for valuable consideration of 
freehold land has the effect of vesting in the transferee an estate 
in fee simple in the land, subject only to registered incum- 
brances and to liabilities declared by the Acts not to be incum- 
brances, and subject, where the land is registered with a qualified 
or ry title, to the rights consequently excepted from the 
effect of registration, but free from all other estates and interests 
whatsoever. It appears clear, therefore, that a transferee 
under a registered transfer may get a better estate than the 
transferor had. Thus, if the transferor had with the 
legal estate by an Ly og disposition, as Ag settling 
the land on himself for life, with remainder to children, it 
seems that the transferee under a subsequent registered transfer 
would nevertheless obtain the legal estate in fee —_ But 
the Acts contain no similar provisions with t to the effect 
of a registered charge. that is said is that the 
proprietor of land may charge the same with the ent of 
money, in manner therein mentioned (Land Transfer Act, 1875, 
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s. 22; Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 9(3) ), and that, subject to the 
maintenance of the estate and right of the registered proprietor, any 
person, whether the registered proprietor or not, may (by un- 
registered disposition) create estates in the land in the same 
manner as he might do if the land were not registered : 
Land Transfer Act, 1875, s. 49. It has been stated, 
apparently on reliance on the words in italics, that a registered 

will override a prior unregistered conveyance by 
the chargee of his estate in the land: 2 Key & Elph. Prec. 
Conv. 2, n. (6th ed.); Brickdale and Sheldon’s Land Transfer 
Acta, 157. But this seems to the writer rather a confident 
pronouncement on one of the most difficult questions raised 
by the Acts. It may be that the words in italics prohibit 
the resistered proprietor from conveying the legal estate other- 
wise than by a registered disposition; but the learned writers 
cited do not seem to adopt this view : see Brickdale andSheldon’s 
Land Transfer Act, 21. If, however, the registered proprietor 
can convey away the legal estate in the registered land by 
unregistered deed, are not the words in italics rather a slender 
foundation for the opinion that he can create an overriding legal 
interest by a subsequent registered charge? That a subsequent 
registered ¢ransfer for value shall convey the legal estate seems 
to be the result of Land Transfer Act, 1875, ss. 30-32. But in 
the case of the charge, what is there, beyond the italicized words 
of section 49, to do away with the common law rule, Nemo dat 
quod non habet ? 

A form of mortgage of registered land to be accompanied by 
a .< transfer thereof to the mortgagee is given in 2 Key 
& Elpb. Prec. Conv. 67, 68 and notes (6thed.). It consists 
of a mortgage deed in the old established form, with such 
Variations as are rendered necessary by the fact that the 
mortgagee is to be registered as proprietor. The accompanying 
transfer would of course have to be in the form prescribed by 
the rules. It would apparently contain no reference to the 
right of redemption ; and the mortgagor would have to protect 
his interest by lodging a caution. It has been suggested to the 
writer that such a transfer could not be registered unless the 
full stamp duty as upon a conveyance upon sale were paid 
thereon. But this seems questionable. The Acts authorize 
every registered proprietor to transfer the registered land 
either for valuable consideration or without valuable considera- 
tion, and not merely on sale : Land Transfer Act, 1875, ss. 29-33, 
They appear, therefore, to authorize a transfer for the purpose 
of carrying out a transaction of mortgage. If so, it seems, 
according to rule 164, that where registered land is mortgaged 
by deed to be accompanied by a registered transfer, the deed 
should be stamped as a mortgage and the instrument of transfer 
should bear no stamp duty. 

The main objection to a registered charge is noticed in 
Mesers. Cherry and Marigold’s Land Transfer Acts, pp. 18, 193. 
They say that the plan of the mortgagee taking a registered 
transfer of the land will seriously impede the working of the 

ister, and submit that if only registered charges can be 
made to work, they should be adopted. But this is like asking 
ees to plane down their feet to fit the shoes provided for 

them. From the point of view of an intending mortgagee’s 
legal advisers, the smooth working of the register is 
hardly an object of consideration; and it can scarcely be 
expected that mortgagees shall sacrifice any of their 
accustomed remedies in order to carry out the wishes of the 
promoters of the Land Transfer Acts. It lies rather on those 
who desire to prove that the Acts confer a benefit on land- 
owners to adapt their schemes to the convenience of such 
an important clase of persons as mortgagees; for if by reason 
of the inefficiency of the statutory system of registered charges 
difficulties are placed in the way of raising money on the 
security of registered land, it is the landowners who will be the 
sufferers. Itis worthy of note that Messrs. Cherry and Marigold 
also (Land Transfer Acts, 17, 21) express doubts whether a 


register of transfers by way of mortgage, so that mort. 
gagees should have the statutory estate given by the Land 
Transfer Act, 1875, ss. 30-32, thus obtaining in the case 
of a first charge the legal estate in fee, and so that the mort. 
gagor’s right or equity of redemption should appear on the 
register. For the last three centuries mortgagee; of land have 
been accustomed to have the whole legal ownership put in 
pledge to them. Is it wise for those who desire to obtain the 
smooth working of the register to expect them to take something 
less, —y when the lack of that which is withheld interferes 
with the working of one, if not two, of their remedies? For 
mortgagors it certainly seems desirable that their right or equity 
of redemption should be recognized on the register, and not 
merely left to be protected bya caution. But if so, it should 
be clearly suovtlied that such right or equity shall be barred, as 
in the case of unregistered land, after twelve years’ possession 
by the mortgagee, without acknowledgment thereof. 
T. Cyprian WILLIAMs, 








COVENANTS RUNNING WITH PATENTS. 


Uron the sale of a patent the vendor may receive his considera. 
tion in a lump sum and then of course the purchaser takes the 
patent free from any obligation to make any further payment; 
or he may receive less than the full value in immediate payment 
and stipulate that certain further payments shall be made from 
time to time out of the profits of the patent. In the latter case 
it is important to ascertain whether the vendor is to look for 
these future payments only to his immediate purchaser or 
whether he can claim them against the holder of the patent for 
the time being. It seems safe to say that there is no difficulty 
in attaching the obligation to make the payments to the patent 
itself so as to enable the vendor to enforce them against suc- 
cessive holders, provided at least that they take with notice of 
the obligation, and a clear decision to this effect was given in 
Werdermann v. Société Générale d' Electricité (30 W. R. 33, 19 Ch. D. 
246); but an opposite result has been arrived at by Kuxe- 
wich, J., in Bagot Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. Clipper Pneumatic Tyre 
Co. (49 W. R. 265; 1901, 1 Ch. 196), and although the learned 
judge did not profess to differ from the earlier case, it will be 
necessary in future in advising upon the subject carefully to 
distinguish between the two. 

In Werdermann’s case the plaintiff, a patentee, assigned letters 
patent to A. & B., who covenanted (inter alia) thatthe patentee 
should be entitled to receive £5 per cent. of all net profits, 
whether arising by means of royalties, sale, or otherwise, which 
should be derived by A. & B. or their assigns from the letters 
patent, and A. & B. were to render accounts of the profits; but 
the patentee’s rights in the profits were to cease after a sale of 
the patent had been made by A. & B., and in the event of a sale 
a final account and settlement was to be taken and made between 
the parties of the purchase-money or other consideration. 
The covenants were expressed to be on behalf of A. & B, theie 
executors, administrators, and assigns. A. & B. had taken 
the assignment of the letters patent with the intention of 
forming a company to work them, and they accordingly 
promoted the formation of the defendant company. They then 
assigned the letters patent to the company for their absolute 
benefit, in as ample and beneficial a manner as they would 
themselves have held the same if this assignment had not been 
made. The assignment to the company was expressed to 
be made in consideration of £10 paid to A. & B. by the 
company, but this sum was apparently not paid and it was 
not intended that A. & B. should take any beneficial interest 
in the patent. Communications passed between the plaintiff and 
A. & B. and the company with reference to the use of the 
patent by the company, and the company stated to the plaintiff 
that they would duly observe the provision under which the 





chargee in possession under a registered charge can exercise the 
power of leasing given by statute toa mortgagee in possession, 
and whether trustees authorized to invest on real securities can | 
safely invest on the security of a registered charge. | 

It appears to the writer that the Acts certainly require 
amendment in the provision made for mortgagees. thinks 
that the best plan would be to admit entry on the 


plaintiff was to receive £5 per cent. on the net profits; but, 


according to the plaintiff's allegation, the compaay neglec 


to render accounts, and the action was brought to compel the 
rendering of accounts on the assumption that the covenants by 
A. & B. contained in the assignment to them were binding on 
the defendant company. The company demurred on the 


| ground that there was no privity between the plaintiff and 
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themselves, and that the plaintiff's right (if any) to relief was | the time being, these are binding on 
notice, and none the less that they bind the owners to the per- 


against A. & B. alone. 


who take with 


That there was no privity of contract between the plaintiff | formance of positive acts, such as the rendering of accounts, or 
and the company is of course clear unless the stipulations in the | the payment of a share of profits. The doctrine is obviously 


original assignment could be made to run with 


© patent in the | just, and it is the doctrine which a ju 
same way that the covenants in a deed relating to land, when | might be expected to apply to a new 
of asuitable nature, run with the land. The doctrine of covenants | not feel bound by the analogy of the rules 


_ Sir Gzorcz —— 
0 perty, if he di 
valeting to land. In 


running with the land, however, is of a technical nature, and | short, the doctrine of covenants running with land at law does not 


it is hardly possible to apply it to the case of property of so totally | apply by analogy to patents, nor does the eq 


different a nature as letters patent. It was, indeed, distinctly 
put aside by Jzsser, M.R., in the Court of Appeal. ‘‘ What 
Spencer's case (5 Rep. 16a) and Keppel v. Bailey (2 My. & K.517),” 
hesaid, “have to do with such a case as this I cannot see.” But 
while declining to apply by analogy the rule relating to covenants 
running with the land, he also declined to be bound by the 
technical requirement of privity of contract. The obligations 
attaching to the original assignees did not run with the patent 
as covenants run with the land, nor was there any privity 
between the assignor and the ultimate assignees which would 
enable the former under ordinary circumstances to sue the latter 
on the contract. It was, however, the intention of the plaintiff 
and of A. & B.—so Jusszn, M.R., held—that the owners of the 
patent for the time being should account for profits and pay the 
percentage until a sale, and the obligation, he held, attached 
upon any assignee taking with notice. ‘‘I think,” he said, “itis 
tolerably plain that the partiesintended certain liabilities to attach 
te the patent itself.’ And after stating the arrangement, he 
‘unusued: Now if that is so, if the people, owners for the time 
being of the patent, are to work it, and are topay 5 per cent. to the 
plaintiff out of the profits, then, whether we treat it as a 
partnership, or whether we treat it as a charge on the patent, 
or whether we treat it as a royalty, it is quite plain that nobody 
could take the patent with notice of that arrangement, and say, 
We will keep all the profits and will not be liable to account. . 
It isa part of the bargain that the patent shall be worked in a 
particular way and the profits be disposed of in a particular 
way, and no one taking with notice of that bargain can avoid 
the liability.” 

Linvoizy, L.J., in his judgment, similarly put aside as 
inapplicable the cases relating to covenants running with the 
land, but he pointed out that the stipulation of the original 
assignment extended to assigns, and he held that assigns could 
be sued. “The agreement,” he said, ‘‘ provides for assigns 
working the patent, for assigns accounting to the plaintiff 
for the profits of the patent, for the plaintiff seeing the 
books of the assigns, and it seems to me to be going a great 
deal too far to say that the plaintiff cannot sue the company 
as an assign under the provisions of the deed.” Practically 
he regarded the patent as being charged with the percentage 
of profits: ‘‘The case seems to me almost the same as the 
common case of persons on a dissolution of partnership assign- 
ing the assets charged with the payment of an annuity to the 
outgoing partner. In that case a purchaser of the assets with 
notice must take subject to the annuity.” 

But though the arrangement in question came very near to 
creating a charge on the patent of the 5 per cent. of profits, 
it may be doubted whether such a charge was in fact created. 
A covenant to make certain payments out of property 
does not, without more, make the payments a charge on 
the property. It would seem that the case really 
depended upon a novel doctrine introduced by Jzsszt, 
M.R. The legal doctrine of covenants running with the 
land, which is subject to inconvenient restrictions, has been 
supplemented by the equitable doctrine that covenants may run 
with the land on the ground of notice, but this is subject to the 
qualification that such covenants must be restrictive. A 
covenant against building, for instance, can be enforced against 
purchasers with notice, but with a positive covenant, such as a 
covenant to spend money on repairs, it is different, and a 
covenant of this nature cannot be enforced against a purchaser 
with notice. Nor can it be enforced, save as between lessor and 
lessee, as being a covenant running with the land at law. It is 
just this restriction that Jzsszz, M.R., seems to have dis- 
regarded in applying to patents the doctrine of notice. Where, 


- -| and the trustee was adopted by an 


uitable doctrine of 
covenants running with the land on the ground of notice, con- 
fined as it is to restrictive covenants. The latter doctrine, how- 
ever, is applied in a broader form, and, if the original contracting 
parties have made stipulations, whether positive or negative, 
which are meant to bind subsequent assignees, then the inten- 
we 1. be effectuated and assigns taking with notice will be 
und, 

It is necessary now to turn to Bagot Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. 
Clipper Pneumatic Tyre Co. (supra), and see why Kexewion, J., 
declined to apply this doctrine in that case. On the 3rd of 
March, 1897, an agreement was made between the Bagot Oo. 
and Puetrs, under which the Bagot Oo. agreed to grant to 
PHELPs, or to a company which he proposed to form, an exclusive 
licence for the use of certain patents in consideration of certain 
annual payments to be made by the intended company to the 
Bagot Co. Oa the 4th of March the licence was — to 
PuEtrs, and it was expressed to be made in consideration of 
the previous agreement and of the payment therein — to 
be made by the licensee to the licensors. On the 5th of March 
an agreement was made between Pers and a trustee for the 
intended company, by which Puetrs agreed to sell to the 
trustee the agreement and exclusive licence. The intended 
company—which was the Clipper Co.—was registered on the 
8th of March, and subsequently the agreement between Pers 
reement made between 
Puz.rs, the trustee, and the Clipper The licence, though 
used by the Clipper Co., was never actually assigned to them 
by Puztrs. They at first, however, recognized that they were 
liable to the Bagot Oo. to make the payments attached to the 
licence by the tof the 3rd of March, and rendered 
balance-sheets to the Bagot Co. on this supposition. Subse- 
quently they took a different view of their legal position, and 
the Bagot Co. brought the action to enforce the agreement. 

In this case, as in Werdermann’s case (supra), it is clear that 
there was no privity of contract between the two companies, and 
the real question, as in that case, was whether the payments 
stipulated for were so attached to the patent as to be binding 
upon successive holders. In answering this, Kexewicu, J., 
arrived at a conclusion different from that in the earlier case. 
He admitted that if, as in Werdermann’s case, the parties have 
intended that certain liabilities shall attach to the patent itself, 
then the result in that case would follow. ‘‘Once you get to 
that,” he said, referring to the attaching of liabilities to the 

tent, ‘‘there is no further question about personal liability. 

he question [i.¢., the question in Werdermann’s case] was not 
whether the defendants had entered into a contract to pay, but 
whether they had taken property to which the liability was 
attached. If they had, they were bound to perform that as a 
condition of holding the patent.” In the t case, on 
the other hand, Kexewicn, J., held that the payments 
depended only upon the covenant by Puetrs, and were not 
attached to the licence itself as a condition of enjoying it. He 
regarded the licence as though it had been granted to Pustrs 
in consideration of his having entered into a covenant to make 
certain payments. The covenant, he said, was the considera- 
tion, and the covenant must be sued on as a personal liability 
and not otherwise. 

It may be pointed out, however, with deference to the learned 
judge, that in all such cases it is the covenant which is the con- 
sideration, and it is the covenant which must be sued upon as a 

nal liability. The question is, who is the B vape to be 
sued? Is it only the original covenantor, or is it also any sub- 
sequent owner who has come under personal liability by reason 
of his taking the patent or licence with notice? It is true that 
in the present case the agreement and the licence did not use 





on an assignment of a patent, stipulations are entered into 
Which are meant to be binding on the owners of the patent for 


the word ‘‘ assigns ” like the assi t in Werdermann’s case, but 


assignmen 
the agreement shewed clearly that it was the intended compaay 
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which was to make the payments, and the agreement was 
incorporated by reference in the licence. The judgment, it is 
to be noticed, does not go upon the ground that the licence had 
not been actually assigned to the Clipper Co. In the result it 
seems clear that the decision turned really upon the construction 
of the licence. The payments stipulated for were personal to 
the licensee, and were not intended to be binding on his assigns. 
This is a matter, however, which in settling such documents the 
draftsman can easily make clear, and the present decision does 
not in any way impair the important principle established in 
Werdermann's case. If it isthe intention of the original contract- 
ing parties that payments shall be incidental to the holding or 
enjoyment of the patent, then each successive assignee of the 
patent or of the licence for using the patent, if he has notice, 
comes personally under the obligation to make the payments. 
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This great undertaking, which proposes to consolidate into a single 
series of about 150 volumes the contents of about 1,000 volumes of 
reports, deserves warm support and commendation. We have here 
four of the eleven volumes which are intended to embody the House 
of Lords’ reports down to 1866, and we have practically nothing 
but praisa for the manner in which the work has been executed. 
Not only are the volumes singularly attractive in appearance and 
excellent in type, but every precaution has been taken to render them 
quotable and easy of reference. The reports are printed in chrono- 
logical order, commencing with Shower and Colles’, and extending 
down to Bligh; every case is given and is reprinted verbatim, with 
the paging in the original reports carefully indicated batween brackets 
in the text. Hence a case referred to in any treatise or subsequent 
law report or digest can be found at once. 

Moreover, notes have been inserted above the head-note to each 
case which has been subsequent!y judicially considered, giving 
references to Mews’ Digest and to the decisions in which the case has 
been considered, followed, or distinguished ; also to any subsequent 
legislation affecting the decision. Thus, to take the case of 
Cholmondeley v. Clinton (4 Bligh 1), which, with three other short 
cases, occupy the whole 141 pages of the 4th volume of Bligh, but 
are comprised in fifty-two pages of the present reports, we find, first 
of all, a reference to headings in three volumes of Mews’ Digest ; 
then a statement of the reports of the case in the courts below in 
Merivale and Jac. & W., and then a reference to Pearce v. Morris 
(L. R. 5 Oh. 227, at p. 230); Warner v. Jacob (20 Ch. D. 220, at p. 
221); Farrar v. Farrar’s (Limited) (40 Ch. D. 395, at pp. 410, 
411), and Soar v. Ashwell (1893, 2 Q. B. 390, at p. 397), Tne 
references to the case in the Law Reports cited are to the report in 
the court below contained in 2 Jac. & W. 184; but the citation of 
these subsequent references to the doctrine involved in the case shews 
the industry of the editor. The citation of cases is not confined to 
English reports, but appears to extend to Scotch law reports: see 
Ker v. Wauchope (vol. 4, p. 1). 

There is only one sma)! matter of critici-m which occurs to us, and 
that is that the head-notes, being given in the same type as the 
rest of the report, are not always clearly distinguishable, Where 
they are short, the indentation serves to mark them off from the 
report, but where they are lengthy and have numerous paragraphs, 
it 1s not always quite easy to see where the head-note ends and the 
report commences. This, however, is a very small matter. 

A list of the contemporary chief judges of the superior courts of 
En d, Scotland, and Ireland is prefixed to each volume, and a 
table of the cases reported is given at the end of ew h volume, under 
the nsmes of both appellants and respondents, and with references to 
the pages both of the original reports and of the present reports. 
These ‘‘ English Reports ” will furnish the practitioner’s library with 
a complete series of reports from 1694 down to 1866, attractive in 
form, and which, it is stated, when complete, will not occupy so much 
room on the shelves as the volumes of the Law Reports from 1865, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
SADGROVE v. HOLE. No. 1. 8th March. 
Lingt — Privitece — Statement oN Postcarp. 


This was an appeal by the defendant in a libel action from the judgment 
of Ridley, J., sitting witha common jury. The defendant was the owner of 
certain houses in connection with which he wished to have certain building 
work done. He therefore instructed an architect, named Webb, to draw a 
specification and take out the quantities for such work. The specification 
was then sent to eeven different builders, inviting them to submit tenders 
for the work. After sending these the defendant discovered that mistakes 
had been made in taking out the quantities, and he immediately com- 
municated with two of the builders by means of postcards, on one of which 
he wrote, ‘* Quantities sent to you this morning by architect are entirely 
wrong,”’ and on the other, ‘‘ There are great errors in quantities posted to 
you this morning.’”’ The plaintiff, who was a clerk in the employ of 
Webb, the architect, and who took out the quantities and was responsible 
for their correctness, complained that these postcards were libellous, and 
reflected on him in his business capacity as a quantities clerk. He there- 
fore brought an action to recover damages. For the defence it was con- 
tended that the postcards were not libellous, and that if they were, they 
were written on a privileged occasion. The learned judge in the court 
below held, however, that the publication was not privileged, and the jury 
awarded the plaintiff £5. The defendant now appealed on the following 
grounds—firstly, that the postcards did not contain defamatory matter ; 
secondly, that the publication was privileged, and there was no evidence 
of malice ; thirdly, that there was misdirection. 

Tare Count (A. L. Smiru, M.R., and Cotiis and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

A. L. Surru, M.R., in giving judgment, said that the question was whether 
the words on the postcards constituted a libel. In his opinion they were 
written on a privileged occasion. It was suggested that the privilege was 
destroyed because the words complained of were written on a postcard 
and not on paper enclosed in an envelope. But for the action to succeed 
it was necessary to shew that the defendant had published a libel of and 
concerning the plaintiff. This had not been done in the present case, 
There was no evidence that if anyone had seen the postcards before they 
reached the builders such person would have known that they referred to 
the plaintiff. The cards did not mention the plaintiff by name. There- 
fore there was no evidence of the publication of the libel until the cards 
reached the builders, when tne occasion of privilege arose. There was no 
evidence of express malice so as to take the case out of the privilege. The 
mere fact that the words complained of were written on postcards was no 
evidence of malice. Judgment ought, therefore, to be entered for the 
defendant. 

Couutns, L.J., in giving judgment to the same effect, said that, the 
defendant having undoubtedly a right to communicate the matter to the 
builders, the occasion as between those parties was privileged. The post- 
cards were not primdé facie @ publication about the plaintiff at all. They 
were written in terms which conveyed no meaning whatever with regard to 
the plaintiff except to the persons to whom they were addressed. The 
plaintiff had therefore failed to prove that the defendant had published a 
libel of and concerning him, the plaintiff, except so far as the publication 
was to the builders, and that publication was on a privileged occasion. 
The mere fact of writing the message on a postcard was no evidence of 
express malice so as to do away with the privilege. 

Romer, L.J., concurred. Judgment for defendant.—CounszL, Firminger ; 
Kemp, K.C., and J. C. Earle. Souscrrors, J. BE. 8. King ; Woodbridge $ 
Sons. 

[Reported by E. G. Srittwe.t, Barrister-at-Law. | 


te ADEBTOR. Ez parte THE DEBTOR. No.2. 8th March. 


Bankruptoy—Perition—Lunatic—Eneiish Commirree—Scorcu Curator 
Bonis—Lgave To APPEAR—Bankrurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. ©. 
52), s. 148. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Mr. Registrar Gifford on the 19th 
of February last giving a curator bonis appointed in Scotland leave to 
appear on the hearing of a petition for a receiving order. It ap 

that in the year 1898 the debtor, who was then upwards of seventy years 
of age, underwent an operation which caused physica] incapacity, but the 
operation was in no way connected with any mental incapacity and the 
debtor was not at that time of unsound mind. Owing to the physical in- 
capacity caused by the operation, a curator bonis was appointed in Scotland. 
In the nad 1899, about eighteen months after the appointment of the 
curator bonis, the debtor was found to be of unsound mind and a committee 
of his estate was appointed by the English judges in Lunacy, An order 
was subsequently made in Lunacy giving to the committee leave to file a 
declaration of insolvency, and, if necessary, to present a petition in 
bankruptcy. The order appointing the curator bonis in Scotland had never 
been discharged. A petition for a receiving order was presented by & 
creditor, on its coming on for hearing the learned registrar, 
on the application of the ewrator bonis, gave him leave to appear and oppose 
the petition, although the committee appeared and consented to a receiving 
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order being made. From this decision the petitioning creditor now 
appealed. It was contended on behalf of the appellants that the curator 
bonis did not, under the circumstances, come within section 148 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and that, even if he did, he could not negative the 
action of the committee. On the other hand, it was argued that the 

titioner’s debt was not a good debt, and that the committee had never 
a authorized to consent to an adverse receiving order. The cases of Ez 
parte Robinson (22 Ch. D., p. 818) and Re Artola, Ex parte Chale (24 Q. B. D. 
640, 647) were referred to. 

Tas Court (Riesy, VavucHan Witurams, and Srreuine, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. : 

Riczy, L.J., said the point was a very narrow one, as to the meaning of 
section 148 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which provided that a lunatic 
may act by his committee or curator bonis. That, however, did not mean 
there was any choice in the matter, It only meant that a lunatic might 
act by his committee if one had been appointed in England or by a curator 
bonis where no committee had been so appointed. There was no authority 
for saying that a curator bonis appointed in Scotland could come here and 
claim to be heard in opposition to a bankruptcy petition and as to whether 
there was a true petitioning creditor. His lordship however wished it to 
be understood that they did not decide that the committee ought to 
consent to a receiving order without first obtaining leave. They only 
decided that the curator bonis had no locus standi. 

Vavenan Wiis, L.J., agreed, and said that the order made in 


Scotland shewed the reason yes: it was made, and that it was not made on | 
y 


the ground of lunacy. The only person entitled to represent the lunatic 
here was the committee. But any steps taken by the committee towards 
bankruptcy ought to be taken with the greatest caution and with express 
sanction in Lunacy. All that the court had sanctioned was a declaration 
of insolvency, and it was therefore improper for the committee to consent 
toa receiving order. The committee ought to apply for proper leave to 


consent, and in so doing ought to lay the facts as to the debt before the 
co 


urt. 
Srraiinc, L.J., agreed.—Counset, Carrington ; Balfour ; Muir Mackenzie. 
Souicrtors, Kilsby & Son ; Edmund Kimber ; Hepburn, Son, § Cutliffe. 
[Reported by 8. E, Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


COLLINGHAM v. SLOPER. No. 2. 27th Feb. 


Brnp Axpsent Parties—R. 8. 0. 
9a. 


This action was brought by holders of the mortgage bonds or obligations 
issued by a Spanish railway company, on behalt of themselves and all 
other holders, against the Loudon commissioners of the company, the 
company, and some other defendants, to enforce the performance of the 
trusts under which the moneys subscribed in respect of the obligations 
were held by the commissioners. A second action was brought with a 
similar object by other holders of the obligations; and a third action was 
brought by the plaintiffs in the second action, claiming a declaration that 
the objects for which the moneys had been subscribed were no longer 
capable of being performed. The obligations were for the sum of £20 
each, and were payable to bearer. On the 9th of August, 1894, the Court 
of Appeal, under ord. 16, r. 9a, sauctioned a scheme for the compromise 
of these three actions, and, being of epinion that the scheme would be for 
the benefit of all the holders of the obligations who were not parties to 
the proceedings, ordered that it should be carried into effect, so as to be 
binding on all the holders of obligations, other than three dissentients 
named in the order, whose claims were to be provided for by the 
commissioners setting aside £600 out of the moneys in their hands. All 
further proceedings in the actions were to be stayed. By the scheme it 
Was provided that out of the funds in the hands of the commissioners there 
should be set aside for distribution in respect of all obligations then out- 
standing, ‘‘when and as soon as the holders thereof shall be dul 
ascertained within fourteen days after presentation of the same for pay- 
ment, upon such obligations being delivered up to be cancelled,’’ a sum 
sufficient to pay £2 10s. in respect of each such obligation. Most of the 
holders had surrendered their obligations on these terms, and there now 
remained only 1,700 obligations outstanding. Every effort had been made 
to find the holders of these obligations, but without success. There was 
in court funds more than sufficient to pay £2 10s. in respect of each obliga- 
tion still outstanding. The company now applied by original motion in the 
three actions, that a period of three months, or such other time as the 
court might think fit, might be limited, within which the holder of the 
obligations must come in under the scheme and accept the £2 10s. per 
obligation, and that the holders who should not come in within the time 
limited should be deemed to have elected not to take the benefit of the 
scheme, but to rely on the charge on the railway works created by the 
obligations, and that such holders might be excluded from the benefit of 

scheme and of the order sanctioning it. 

Taz Oovrr (Ricsy and Srraune, L.JJ., Vavenan Wroiuuss, L.J., 
disrenting) refused the application. 

Ricny, L.J.—The court has, by virtue of rule 9a of order 16, the extra- 
ordinary power of binding by the terms of a compromise absent persons 
Who have had no opportunity of seeing the terms, and may know nothing 
about them. This is a useful power, and will be exercised only in a case 
Where the majority of the persons interested are of opinion that the 
exercise of it will be beneficial. Here the scheme provided for the dis- 
tribution of the fund as.soon as the holders of the obligations should be 
duly ascertained. The holders of 1,700 obligations have not been ascer- 
tained. What right has anyone to get rid of the condition, and to set the 
fund free before the holders have been ascertained? It may be that a 
who has been ascertained and has notice of his rights under the 
tcheme could be called on to deliver up his obligation within e reasonable 


Pracrice—OomMProMIsE—PowER TO 
XV 





time. But how can any such reasonable time be fixed in the case of a 
holder who has not been ascertained and who is unknown? What equity 
has the defaulting railway company to say that the money shall not remain 
tied up? There will be no injustice in leaving the money where it is. 

VaucHan Wiuiams, L.J., differed. His lordship thought that the absent 
holders were bound by the compromise just as much as the present. The 
law would imply a reasonable time for fulfilment in this contract as in 
every contract in which time was not mentioned. If a man did not act 
on an order within a reasonable time the law would presume that he did 
not intend to act on it at all. 

Sririme, L.J., with Rigby, L.J.—OCounszt, Upjohn, K.C., and 
Martelli ; Butcher, K.O., and Peterson, Soutcrrors, Francis § Johnson ; 
Huzam § Rawlinson. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriz.ine, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re JOHANNESBURG MINING AND GENERAL SYNDICATE (LIM). 
Cozens- Hardy, J. 20th Feb. 


Company—Name Srrvuck orr Recister—ResToration Petition— WINDING 
up—Terms oF Ornper—Practice as TO Returns Requirep—ComPaNies 
Act, 1880 (43 Vicr. c. 19), s. 7—Companirzs (Wixpinc vp) Act, 1890 
(53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), ss. 1. 2—Companies Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vicr. 
c. 48), s. 26. 

Petition by the company for the restoration of its name to the register 
under section 7, sub-section 5, of the Companies Act, 1880. The company 
was registered as a limited company in 1895. A commission of £500, 
which it earned in 1896, was not received previous to its liquidation. Its 
office was cloced and no further business was done by it, and in 
March, 1900, a compulsory winding-up order was made against it. A 
liquidator was appointed who got ina portion of the commission, which, 
atter certain deductions, was distributable among the creditors of the 
company. In July, 1899, the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies bad 
struck the name of the company off the register under section 7, sub- 
sections 1-4, of the Companies Act, 1880, because no answer had been 
received to notices sent by him to the company in compliance with the 
section, and he had published a notice of the striking off in the London 
Gazette. The liquidator, in 1901, now presented a petition intituled : 
**In the High Court of Justice, Chancery Division, Mr. Justice Wright, 
in the matter of the Companies Acts, 1862-1880, and in the matter of ”’ 
the company, and asking that the name might be restored to the register, 
and that the registrar might be directed to advertise in the London Gazette the 
order of the court to be made on the petition. Section 7, sub-section 5, of the 
Companies Act, 1880, provides that the court may restore the name of a 
company in cases where (inter alia) it is satisfied ‘‘ that the company was at 
the time of the striking off carrying on business, or in operation, and that 
it is just so to do.”” The petiuon came for hearing before Cozens- 
Hardy, J., sitting for Wright, J. Counsel for the petitioner asked for leave 
to amend by adding the name of the company as petitioner, but it was 
pointed out on behalf of the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies that as 
the petition had been marked with the name of the judge exercising 
jurisdiction in winding up, the petition ought to be intituled at any rate 
in the matter of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and as the Act of 
1880 had been amended by the Companies Act, 1900, section 26, sub- 
section 2, of which provides (inter alia) that ‘‘in sub-section fiveof . . . 
section seven (of the Companies Act, 1880) . . . after the word 
‘operation,’ the words ‘or otherwise’ shall be substituted for the word 
‘and,’ ”’ it would be better to intitule the petition ‘‘ in the matter of the 
Companies Acts, 1862-1900.’’ As the company was being wound up, it 
was stated that it was not the practice to require the returns which ought 
to have been sent in previously to the winding up, to be made to the 
peony of see Palmer's Company Precedents (8th ed.), vol. 2, p. 648, 
orm 695. 

Cozens-Harpy, J., made the order as required.—Counser, FE. W. 
Martelli; R. J. Parker. Soxicrrors, J. W. Browne ; Solicitor to the Board of 
Trade. 

(Reported by A. Giryns-Jonzs, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re TEEDE & BISHOP (LIM.). Cozens-Hardy, J. 20th Feb. 


Company — Vo.tuntary Winpinc up — Reso.ution Dirrergnt FROM THE 
Terms or THE Notices — Invatipity — Companigs Act, 1862 (25 & 26 
Vict. c. 89), s. 161. 

This was a creditor’s petition asking for a compulsory winding-up order 
against the company. ‘he directors of the company gave notice to the 
shareholders that an extraordinary general meeting of the company 
would be held to consider, and if thought fit, to pass the following 
resolutions, viz: (1) That a reconstruction of the company was desir- 
able, and that the com be therefore wound up voluntarily, and 
that a liquidator be appointed for the purpose of such winding up whose 
remuneration should be fixed at the sum of £105. (2) That the said liqui- 
dator should be and was hereby authorized to consent to the registration 
of a new com to be named Teede & Bishop (i901) (Limited), with 
memorandum and articles of association already — with the privity 
and approval of the directors of thiscompany. (3) That the said liquidator 
be, and hereby was authorized, pursuant to section 161 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, to enter into an agreement with such new company when 
incorporated, in the terms of an approved draft agreement submitted to 
this meeting, and expressed to be made between the above-named company 
and the said liquidator of the one part, and Teede & Bishop (1901) 
(Limited), of the other part, and effect with such, 


if any, modifications as they should think expedient. The notice also 
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stated that, if these resolutions were paseed, an extraordinary general 
meeting would be held to confirm the resolutions. A circular, signed 
by the chairman of the company, was sent out with the notice, 
explaining the reasons why the meeting was being called, and inviting 
—_ in ca‘e any of the members should not be able to be present. 

hen the meeting took place, the only resolution, passed by the requisite 
majority, was simply for the voluntary winding up of the company and 
the appointment of a liquidator, and this resolution was duly confirmed at 
a subsequent extraordinary general meeting. The question for decision 
was whether the resolution passed at this meeting was effectual for the 
voluntary winding up of the company. 

Cozens-Harpy, J., held, that this resolution was not in accordance with 
‘the terms of the notice ; it was not a winding up within section 161 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, and such as an absent shareholder would be entitled 
to oppose. There had been no valid resolution passed for a voluntary 
winding up, and a compulsory order must therefore be made.—CounsgL, 
Bramwell Davis, K.C , and Bateson; Ewe, K.C., Christopher James, and 
Carrington ; Everitt, K.C., and Stewart Smith. Soutcrrors, A. G. Berry ; 
Stibbard, Gibson, § Co. ; Carter § Bell; J. V. Musgrave. 

[Reported by A. Giyxnz-Jones, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ROSHER ». YOUNG. Farwell, J. 12th March. 


Trape Name or Sryte — Goopwitt — Partnersuir — AssiGNMENT — 
ConcurRENT User— Conrusion—DamaGe—InsuncTION Kervussp. 


Witness action. The plaintiff Frederick Howard Rosher claimed an 
injunction to restrain the defendant D. W. Young from trading as a lime, 
cement, brick and general builders’ merchant under the name of “F. 
Rosher & Co.,”’ or, in the alternative, an injunction to retrain him from 
using the said name so as to cause confusion in the minds of customers of 
the plaintiff and railway companies and others between the business 
carried on by the defendant and those carried on by the plaintiff, or so as 
t> expose the plaintiff to any liability or damages in respect of his 
busmesses. For many years before 1897 the family of the plaintiff had 
carried on in London and elsewhere under the name of ‘ Rosher’’ in 
different forms the lime, &c., business as mentioned above and also the 
business of horticultural builders’ merchants. For thirty years the head 
office had been at the Old Jamaica Wharf, Blackfriars, §8.E., 
and am t the branch depots was one at 297, Kingsland - road, N., 
where the plaintiff had for some time been carrying on the business alone 
under the title of ‘‘ F. Rosher & Uo.” On the 12th of May, 1897, the 
plaintiff entered into partnership with Stephen Ellis and H. C. Cooley, 
when it was agreed that the parties should carry on the lime, &c., business 
until the 3lst of March, 1907, unless previously determined, at 297, 
Kingsland-road, that the style of ership should be ‘* F. Rosher & 
Co.,”’ and that the share of the plaintiff should be satisfied by the assign- 

. ment to the partnership of the lease of the premises and the goodwill of 
the business attaching thereto. By an agreement of the 17th of August, 
1899. the partnership, s> far as the plaintiff was concerned, was dissolved, 
and it was provided by clause 3 that his share and interest in the assets 
and good@ll of the partnership should be assigned to Ellis & Cooley, and 
by clause 5 that he should not for twenty-one years carry on a similar 
, business at or within half a mile of 297, Kingsland-road, and that he should 
not trade, either directly or indirectly, under the style of ‘‘ F. Rosher & Co.” 
* so long as Ellis and Cooley shouid continue to trade under that name, but 
that he should be at liberty to trade under any other style, though similar. 
By an indenture of the 16th of November, 1899, the plaintiff assigned to 
-Kilis and Uooley all his share and interest in the assets, business, and 
goodwill absolutely. Since August, 1899, he bad continuously carried on 
the lime, &c., business at the Old Jamaica Wharf as ‘‘ ¥. H. Rosher & 
Co.,”” and the business of an horticultural builders’ merchant as ‘' F. 
Rosher & Co’’ Ellis and Cooley conducted the business at Kingsland- 
road until the 30th of May, 1900, when, in pursuance of a contract for the 
sale of the lease and goodwill of the business, they assigned the lease of 
the to the defendant Young. The defendant now alleged that 
the parties executed this assignment in the belief that tne goodwill of the 
business was included in it. In October, 1900, the plaintiff, having 
discovered that the defendant was using the name of “ F. Rosher & Co.,”’ 
threatened proceedings, on the ground that he had no sight to ure that 
title for his business. By au indenture of the 4th of Lecember, 1900, the 
goodwill of the business formerly carried on by them at 297, Kingsland- 
road was formaily assigned to the defendant by Ellis and Cocley. The 
plaintiff called witnesses to shew confusion and consequent loss, and 
contended that on the proper construction of the agreement of the 
17th of August, 1899, Ellis and Cooley were not entitled to dispose of the 
right to the name “‘ F. Rosher & Co.’’ on giving up the business; further, 
that the defendant’s user of that name would expose the plaintiff to 
liability. Thynne v. Shove (88 W. R. 667, 45 Oh. D. 577), Chappel v. 
Griffiths (53 t' T. Rep. 5%), Chatteris vy. Isaacem (57 L. T. 177), Levy v. 
Walker (27 W. R. 370, 10 Oh. D. 436), and Burchell v. Weide (1900, 1 Oh. 551) ; 
Townend ¥. Townend (7 W. B. 529, 1 Giff. 201) also referred to. 
for the defendant were not called upon. 

Fanwe., J., said that clause 3 of the dissolution agreement of August, 
1899, provided simply for the assignment of the goodwill, which included 
the right to the name, bus clause 5 included certain modifications, and 

that Ellis and Cooley should be definitely entitled to the use of 
name ‘’ F. Kosher & Co.,’’ while the assignor was given the right to 
that title as soon as Ellis and Cooley should cease to trade under 
it. This meant that on that event the title should belong equally 
to the assignor, the a plaintiff, y to the persous (if any) 
puns the good ot the business of the assignees. at dis- 
posed of 
Dame. 


Counsel 


contention that the defendant was not entitled to use the 
But the plaintiff, in the alternative, contended that even if te) 





defendant had aright to use the name ‘‘ F. Rosher & Oo.,’’ he had no 
right to use it in such a way as to cause confusion and delay and conse. 
quent loss or damage to the plaintiff. No case had been cited by counsel 
which went anytbing like so far as the court was now asked to go, 
Chatteris v. Isaacson (ubi supra), perhaps, came nearest to that contention, 
but still it was a long way off. In accordance with what the courts had 
always held, the only proper ground of complaint would have been that 
what the defendant was doing amounted to a holding out that the 
plaintiff was his partner in business, so as to involve him ip 
liability, and no attempt had been made to make out such a case, 
[His lordship cited with approval a pas from the judgment of 
Lindley, L J.,in Burchell v. Wilde (ubi supra, at p. 563).] It was obvious that 
if two men were trading under the eame name, in different parts, at the 
same time some inconvenience might arise, and in the preeent case divers 
inconveniences arising from confusion aud delay had been alleged, but 
these did not create any liability in law. There might have been some loss 
to the plaintiff, but that gave no ground foraction. The plaintiff had 
a the right to use the name, and the defendant was using it 
legitimately. The action failed and would be dismissed with costs,— 
CounszL, J. G. Butcher, K.C., and D. Pollock ; W. H. Unjohn, K.C., and 
W. A. Jolly. Soutcrrons, H. Clarkson § Son ; Brighten § Lemon. 
[Reported by W. H. Drarzn, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE GREY’S COURT ESTATE AND THE SETTLED LAND ACTS, 
1862 to 1890. Farwell, J. 7th March. 


Setrtep Lanp—Improvements—ArrrovaL oF ScusmME—APPLICATION oF 
OariraL Moneys —Inrancy or TENANT InN Tart Mate 1n Posszssion— 
Power or TrusTEgs BOTH TO PREPARE AND APPROVE THE ScHEME— 
Serriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), ss. 26 (1), 26 (2) (iii), 60, 


Certain improvements on settled land being necessary and the tenant in 
tail male in on being an infant, the trustees of the settlement for 
the purposes of the Settled Lands Acts, 1862 to 1890, acting on behalf of 
the infant under section 60 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, prepared a 
scheme of improvements under section 26 (1) and on their own behalf as 
trustees approved the same. The infant now applied by bis next friend 
on an originating summons under section 26 (2) (iii.) for an order direct- 
ing the trustees to apply a sum not exceeding £320 out of capital 
moneys in their bands in payment for the works when completed. It was 
shewn on the evidence that the proposed improvements were necessary; 
further, the trustees desired to have the opinion of the court to guide them 
in future cases which might arise on the estate, which was a large one, and 
during the infancy, which would be a long one. 

FarweELL, J., made the order asked for, and at the request of the parties 
intimated his opinion that the trustees had power to prepare and approve 
their own schemes during the minority.—CounszL, C. Gurdon; 7. Douglas. 
Soxtcrrors, Berkeley-Calcott, Holloway, § Blount, for Cooper § Son, Henley- 
on-Thames. 

[Reported by W. H. Dnarxn, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


Re MORRISON. MORRISON v. MORRISON. Buckley, J. 5th March. 


Trusters—SaLe anp Conversion—Power to Conrinve INVESTMENT#— 
Suare IN PartnersHir—Conversion into Liwirep Company—Us- 
AUTHORIZED INVESTMENT. 


The testator in this case was a partuer in an iron foundry business, and 
this was a summons asking for the eanction of the court to an 
by his trustees to accept sbares in a limited company into which it was 
pores to turn the business, in excbange for the testator’s interest. 

r. Morrison, the testator, died in February, 1900, and was 
entitled to a one-fourth share in the business. By his will be 
devised and bequeathed all his real and personal estate to the 
plaintiffs upon trust for sale and conversion, for payment of funersl 
and testamentary expenses and debts, and for investment of the residue of 
the proceeds. He directed bis trustees to carry on his farming business, 
and gave them —_ to postpone the sale and conversion (except as 
shares sn unlimited companies), and to continue to hold his present invest- 
ments as long as they thought fit; and in addition to the securities 
authorized by the Trustee Act, 1893, or any statutory modification theredl, 
the trustees had power to lay out the trust funds in the purchase of free 
hold and copyhold estates in England and Wales. ‘There was no further 
power of investment. The iron foundry business was not mentioned in the 
wil). The beneficiaries under the will were the widow and his six children, 
all of woom were infants The surviving partners desired to turn the 
business into a limited company, and it was oy emg that the oy ae 
should take over the business in exchange for the issue of 40,000 fully 
up shares of £1 each, and £20,000 worth of £5 per cent. debenture stock, 
that being the whole of that stock to be issued, and the company were # 
indemnify the vendors of the business against all debts and liabilities. 
The trustees of the testator were to have one-fourth of the shares and 
one-fourth of the stock in respect of their interest. The surviving 
partners and the trustees had entered into an agreement to above effect, 
subject to the approval of the court. This summons was taken out by 
the trustees a it. the widow and infants asking the court to approve 
the agreement as beneficial for the infants, and to authorize the trustee 
to carry it out. 

Buckiey, J.—The course proposed amounts in substance either to 4 oalt 
of the property of the testator, and an investment of the proceeds in 
unaw securities, or to an exchange of his property for ore 
which his trustees are not authorized to hold. The trustees have # 
power to adopt ei:her of these courses, and the court also in administering 
the estate bas no such power. There have, no doubt, been cases whet 
the court has made orders of thiskind. One was made by Sir George Jes#l 
in the case of the estate of the late Sir Titus Salt, in 1881, a case of 
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extraordinary nature. But I have been referred to no principle as laid 
down in those cases wpon which the jurisdiction of the court was founded. 
They were all benevolent eases. Only two cases upon this question are 
ed. One is The West of England Bank v. Murch (31 W. R. 467, L. R. 
93 Ch. D 138). In that case Fry, J., treated the transaction asa com- 
ise with creditors, and as coming under section 30 of Lord Cranworth’s 
Act (23 & 24 Vict.c.145). The otherwas Re Crawshay (33 Soxtcrrors’ JouRNAL, 
126, 60 L. T. 355) where the court was asked to sanction the business 
turned into a limited company, and the acceptance of shares and debentures 
in the company in exchange for the shares of the testator in the business, 
and North, J., held that, evenif the scheme was a beneficial one, he had no 
jurisdiction to sanction it. I feel myself in the same position. I have not 
heard the evidence as to the advantage of the propored arrangement, but 
I do not think that, even if it is beneficial, there resides any jurisdiction in 
the court to sanction the trustees doing that which the will does not 
allow them todo. Application refused.—Counss1, Ingpen, K.O., and Fischer 
Williams ; H. C. Hawkins, Souicrrors, Tarry, Sherlock, § King, for Trotter, 
Bruce, § Trotter, Bishop Auckland. 
[Reported by Nevitiz Tessvutt, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


In the Matter of AN ELECTION PETITION FOR THE BOROUGH OF 
GLOUCESTER. BLAND (Petitioner) AND BUCHANAN (Respondent). 
Div. Court, 12th March. 


Municrpan Corporation — Eiecrion — Mayor — Equatity or Vores— 
OxiciInAL AND Oastinc Votre or Retiring Mayor — Municrrau 
Corporations Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 50), ss. 42, 102. 


There were originally three petitions under the Municipal Corporations 
Act, 1882, arising out of the municipal elections for the borough of 
Gloucester in November last. The first petition alleged that the election 
of Wil'iam James Newth, oil and colour merchant, as a councillor, was 
null and void, on the ground that he was interested in a contract with 
the corporation at the time of his nomination. The two other petitions 
were aga‘nst the election of the mayor, Abel Buchanan, and ten Conserva- 
tive aldermen, on the ground that their election was due to the vote of 
Newth, who was disqualified from voting. The commissioner (Mr. H. R. 
Mansel Jones) who heard the petitions held that Newth had an interest 
in a contract with the corporation at the time of his nomiaation, and that, 
therefore, he was disqualified from being elected. He further held that 
the election of the mayor and aldermen was also void, on the ground that 
it was carried by the vote of Newth. Against the decision of the com- 
missioner, Newth, the mayor, and the ten aldermen appealed, and last 
week, the court, after hearing the arguments, dismissed the appeal in the 
case of Newth, holding that he was interested in a contract with the 
corporation at the time of his nomination, and that, therefore, his election 
was void (see 45 Soricrrons’ JouRNAL, 327). The appeal of the mayor now 
came on for argument on the questions of law reserved by the issioner. 
In support of the appeal ic was said that at the election the mayor 
recei’ sixteen votes to his opponent’s fifteen. It was then pointed 
out Newth’s vote might be bad and the outgoing mayor said he would 
give a casting vote for Mr. Buchanan. The first question for decision 
was whether the outgoing mayor had an original vote and a casting 
vote; the second was whether the vote of Newth on the election of 
the mayor was good notwithstanding that he had an interest in a 
contract with the corporation upon which he was subsequently disqualified. 
The appellant contended that Mr. Newth’s vote was valid though his 
election was subsequently declared void. That was the effect of sections 
42 and 102 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, which rendered 
Newth’s acts in respect of his municipal office valid, notwitnstanding his 

had been declared void. Nelli v. Longbottom (38 Soxrcrrors’ 
JovgnaL, 309; 1894, 1 Q. B. 767) was wrong and ought to be reversed. 
the respondent it was argued that the retiring mayor had no original 
vote, and that Neli v. Longbottom, an authority that had always 
followed, absolutely concluded the matter. That, as Newth’s vote was 
mvalid, there was a majority of votes for the petitioner, and that, there- 
fore, the oo Bland, and not Buchanan, had been duly elected as 
mayor. » however, their lordships were of opinion that the retiring 
mayor had an original vote then there was an equality of votes, but the 
casting vote of the outgoing mayor could not be taken into account. At 
the time the casting vote was given there was not an equality of votes, 
because sixteen persons had voted for Buchanan and fifteen for Bland, and 
the retiring miayor had no right to say that if a certain event happened 
Which brought about an equality of votes he would give a second or casting 
vote in favour of one of the candidates. That being so, the office of mayor 
Was vacant. As to the point that Newth’s vote was valid, notwithstand 
that he was subsequently disqualified by reason of having an interert in a 
contract with the corporation, he maintained that there was an authority 
which stated clearly that the contention put forward on behalf of Buchanan 


Was wrong. 
Tae Oovrr (Danuinc and Onanne.t, JJ.), in allowing the appeal, 
that they thought Vell v. yh ne a5 had been rightly decided. 


In their opinion, Newth’s vote at the election of the mayor was bad, and 
must be disallowed; with reference to the votes given by the oe 
mayor, they held that that gentleman was entitled to an original vote 

&casting vote. Therefore, Buchanan having been elected by a majority of 
one, jud t should be entered for him on the petition with costs. Leave 
to a granted.—OounseL, H. Terrell, K.0., Lewis Coward, K.0., and 
Daldy ; Asquith, K.O., Ruegg, K.O., and &. H. Day. Sourcrrors, Ayrton, 
Biscoe, § Barolay ; C. T. Courtney Lewis, for W. Langley-Smith, Gloucester. 

[Reported by Busxine Rarp, Barrister-at-Law.! 





ELLEN v. GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY CO. Bucknill, J. 9th March. 


Conrract—WritreN AGREEMENT—PsrsonaL Insunres—Monzy Reczivep 
1n DiscHarGE or CLarm—Svussequent CLam ror Furtaer Damaces. 


The plaintiff, a sorter in the employ of the Postmaster-General, 
on the 16th of March, 1899, was a passenger on the defendants’ line, 
being on duty at the time. A collision occurred near Babworth ao 
Retford, and he sustained injuries which caused concussion of the br. 
and shock to the nervous system. He was examined by his own doctor 
and by doctors on behalf of the railway company, and it was admitted 
that he was not informed, and that the doctors at the time had themselves 
no idea, that he had sustained other injuries than those above mentioned, 
and that they were only temporary. In this belief he instructed his 
solicitor to accept from the Great Northern Railway Oo. £190, and signed 
a document to the effect that it was ‘‘in full satisfaction and discharge of 
all claims, legal and medical charges included, in respect of injuries 
sustained by Mr. T. E. Ellen, near Babworth Crossing, Retford, 
on the 16th of March, 1899.’"’ He returned to his work, and after 
an interval found his eyesight was beginning to fail, and in February 
of last year he was dismissed from his employment. He was now 
totally blind and destitute. The action was brought to recover com- 
pensation in addition to the sum he had already received, and oa bis 
behalf it was contended that the document he signed was not an agreement 
or contract, but merely a receipt, and tbat he was entitled, when injuries 
which were not contemplated by either side themselves, to bring 
an action to recover from the defendants further He had not 


‘| originally brought an action, and therefore, it was said, he was not 


estopped in law from instituting the present proceedings and going before 
a jury in order that they might assess the damages which had not become 
apparent when the £190 was offered and accepted. The defendants 
pleaded there was an accord and satisfaction, and therefore the action was 
not maintainable. This point of law was directed to be tried before a 
judge alone, before the trial of the issues of fact. 

Bucxnit1, J., said he was not going to shut the plaintiff out from 
having his case submitted toa jury. It was a question for the jury to say 
whether there had been a coutract or whether the document he signed 
was merely a receipt. He accordingly gave an interlocutory judgment 
for the plaintiff, and sent the case for trial.—Counse:, M’Call, K U., 
and Clarke Hall; Montagu Lush. Soxtcrrors, Wareham ¢ Wareham; R. H. 


Dawe. : 
[Reported by Ensxixe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.) 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE SELDEN SOCIETY. 


The following is the annual report of this society for the year 1900 : 

1. The society still shewsa slight increase in the number of its members, 
which has now risen to 290 for 1900, as compared with 284 in 1899. 

2. Volume XIV. of the society’s — for 1900, ‘ Beverley 
Town Documents,’’ edited by Mr. A. T. Leach, was in Novem- 
ber. The council regret that Volume XILI., for 1899, being “‘ Select Pleas 
of the Forests,’’ and edited by Mr. G. J. Turner, is still im arrear, but its 
early publication is expected. It will be distributed as soon as it is com- 

sae Volume XV., for 1901, will be the first volume of “Select 

oceedings in the Star Chamber,’’ edited by Mr. I.S8.Leadam. The 
preparation of this is well advanced, and it is believed that it will shortly 
be ready for press. 

3. Provisional arrangements (subject to contingencies) have been made 
for the following publications in subsequent years : 

1902. ‘‘ Select Jewish Plea Rolls.” Edited by Mr. J. M. Rigg. 

1903. ‘‘ Year Books of Edward II.,’”” Vol. [. Edited by Professor 
Maitland and Mr. Baildon. 

1904. ‘Star Chamber,’’ Vol. Il. Edited by Mr. I. 8. Leadam. 

1905. ‘* Year Books of Edward II.,’’ Vol. If. Edited by Professor 

1906. 


Maitland and Mr. Baildon. 
**Glanvill.”” Edited by Mr. I. S. Leadam. 
4. The period of Lord Lindley’s office as i 
council have nominated im his place Lord 
consented to accept the office. The council 
gratitude to Lord Lindley for his services, first as vice- 
as ident, during the last six years. 

. Under the rules the following members of the council 
rotation, namely, Mr. Chadwyck Healey, K.C., Mr. Inderwick, K. 
Lord Justice Romer, Mr. Scargill Bird, Mr. Justace Wills. Lord Justice 
Romer and Mr. Scargill Bird desire to be excused from serving 
The council have nominated in their place Mr. Justice Joyce 
Attlee, who have consented to serve. They have also 
other retiring members, who are willing to serve again. No 
has been received under rule 7 («) 

6. The resignation of Mr. Lake created a casual vacancy in 
which has been filled under rule 8 by the nomination of Mr. J. 
< Selby, hon, secretary of the Society of Notaries Pablic of 


A. me pane Sal wade coe the question 
the past publications at a uced price to public 
inatitutions who on regular su 


desire for mem! 
recommend thas the 


upon to become 














































































346 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. March 16, 1901. | 








past publications down to the date of membership, at such reduced 
subscription as the council may from time to time determine.”’ 
8 An abstract of accounts, with the report of the auditors, is annexed. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. T. Musgrave Francis (Cambridge) in the chair. The 
other directors present being: Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Grantham R. 
Dodd, J. Roger, B. Gregory, John Hollams, F. Rowley Parker, Richard 
Pennington, J.P., Sidney Smith, R. W. Tweedie, and J. T. Scott 
(secretary). 

A sum of £330 was distributed in grants of relief, six new members 
were admitted to the association, and other general business transacted. 








COMPANIES. 
BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY, 
AnNvUAL MEETING. 


The annual meeting of the British Law Fire Insurance Co. was held on 
Friday, the 8th inst., at Cannon-street Hotel, Mr. Henry Turron 
Norton, the chairman, presiding. 

The report stated that the net premium income was £64,007 2s., as 
compared with £60,945 14s. 1d. in the previous year, being an increase of 
£3,061 7s. 11d. The net losses, after adjusting those outstanding at the 
end of 1899, allowing for claims outstanding at the end of 1900, and 
deducting the amounts recoverable by reinsurance and indemnities, had 
amounted to £30,550 23. 9d. The loss ratio for the year was 47°7 per 
cent. The ac:ounts shewed an available balance of £12,492 33. 4d. The 
directors proposed to carry to reserve £4,000, thus bringing the reserve up 
to £41,000, to declare a dividend at the rate of 4 per cent. free of income 
tex for the year, and to carry forward £4,492 3s. 4d. During the year 
the vacancy on the board had been filled by the appointment of Mr. 
John Tryon, of the firm of Messrs. Saltwell, Tryon, & Saltwell. 

Mr. H. Foster CurLer, manager and secretary, having read the notice 

-convening the meeting, 

The Cuatrman, in moving the adoption of the report, observed that, as 
he had eaid on previous occasions when there was nothing very remarkable 
to talk about, it had not been his practice to make a long speech. The 
company had had what he thought he might describe as a fairly satis- 
factory, normal, and moderate year, and calling for no particular comment 
in the way of self-congratulation or regret. The net premium income 
was £64,007 as compared with £60,945 in the preceding year, which was 
an increase of £3,061, an increase which was larger than the increases in 
recent years, because in the years 1896, 1897, and 1898 the board came to 
the conclusion that it would be desirable to diminish, or rather to weed 
out, a certain portion of the guarantee busine:s which experience had 
shewn was not quite satisfactory. That process, of course, led to the 
temporary diminution of the amount of the guarantee income, and that had 
to be deducted from the regular increase of the direct business. Conse- 
quently for the last year or two the company had not had so large an increase 
as was the case last year. The weeding-out process in respect to the 
guarantee business was now complete, and he was glad to eay there was 
a slight increase upon the guarantee premiums received last year over the 
receipts of the year before. ‘The net losses, after adjusting those outstanding 
at the end of 1899, allowing for claims outstanding at the end of 1900 
and deducting the amounts recoverable by reinsurance and indemnities, 
amounted to £30,550 2s. 9d. The loss ratio for the year was 47°7 per cent. 
This was a shade higher than in the previous year, but still he thought 
must be considered as fairly eatisfactory. The accounts shewed an avail- 
able balance of £12,492 3s. 4d., and the directors proposed to carry £4,000 
to the reserve, bringing it to £41 000, to declare a dividend at the rate of 4 
per cent. and to carry forward £4,492 38.44, Then the vacancy on the 
board had been filled by the appointment of Mr. John Tryon, an addition 
to the board upon which he thought they might greatly congratulate 
themselves, and the company had tran:ferred their West End branch to 
more suitable premises. He did not think there was anything particular 
to call to the attention of the meeting excepting that the expenditure in 
this year was practically the same as in the year before, which he thought 
was satisfactory. They had always known, and it had always been stated 
at the different meetings by Sir Henry Parker before him and by himself 
since, that the company deliberately started from the first with an expendi- 
ture on local boards and establishments, which the shareholders have 
known with us represented a large ecale of expenditure, and that the pro- 
portion of expenditure to income would, we hoped and expected, dimivish 
year by year and by degrees. All that had been borne out by the facts, and 
they would see, he hoped and believed, year by year a larger margin over 
our working expenses. With regard to the balance-sheet we have set out 
investments at cost price. Tne board did not deal in their investments, 
They simply put the money there. ‘They were all gilt-edged securities and it 
would be as irregular to take advantage of the temporary rise in price to 
increase the profit and loss account as it would be to write them down 
when there was a slight drop for temporary reasons and so diminish the 
account. Asa matter of fact the securities were worth at the end of the 
year what they cost, less about 3 per cent. By this time, I should 
think, there had been a rise and they had probably recovered a great 
amount of that. It depended upon such matters as the Boer War, 

of money, and so on, but generally they retained about the 
same value from one year’s end to another. Amongst the assets there 
* was an item of £11,361 74. 1d. dae and in course of c sllection from agents 





and other companies, &c., and as the report stated of this over £10,009 
had since been collected. He found on looking back at the previous report 
that he had explained this matter better the year before last than at the 
last meeting. ‘This item of £11,000 is a balance, because the company 
owed moneys to other companies and they owed to the British Lay 
Fire, and it was therefore a balance item. The actual amount out. 
standing to-day in the hands of agents was £2,000. But the company’s 
agents were never bebind three months to any appreciable amount, 
The only other item he had given to the meetings on previous occasions 
which he thought might be of interest was the average rate of the 
company’s premium. The average rate of premium on direct and 
guarantee bueiness together was under 2s. 61. per cent. He thought that 
was satisfactory. On previous occasions he had had to tell them that 
the average rate was 2s. 8d. The difference of that fraction over 24, 
was the result of the revision of the guarantee business. At least, he 
thought that was the principal item. 

Mr. Hotroyp Cuariiy seconded the motion, and it was carried 
unanimously. 

On the motion of the Cuaraman, seconded by Mr. Joun Cotes, a dividend 
at the rate of 4 per cent., free of income tax, was declared. 

Mr. Marruews moved, and Mr. Earnsuaw seconded, the election of the 
retiring directors, Messrs. Holroyd Chaplin, Robert Cunliffe, Edward 
G, Gibson, James Hooker, M. F. Monier- Williams, and John Tryon, and 
it was agreed to. 

Mr. Coxtins moved the re-election of the auditors, Messrs. Turquand, 
Youngs, & Co., and that their remuneration be 200 guineas. He said 
the satisfaction felt by the proprietors of the company was best evidenced 
by the paucity of attendance on the part of the shareholders. He had 
attended these meetings for some years, and it wasthe smallest gathering 
he remembered to have seen. They felt that the directors and their able 
manager were going on very cautiously in the building up of the business, 
and a wise decision had been come to in limiting the dividend to 4 per 
cent, The great thing was to see a good reserve, and he was thankful to 
notice a desire on the part of the board to have the reserve built up step 
by step, and until there was an income of £100,000 a year he ventured to 
hope the directors would determine to keep to 4 per cent. It would pay 
best in the long rua. 

Mr. Taytor seconded the motion, and it was agreed to. 

The Cxaraman observed that whilst he was one of the strongest 
supporters of the principle of not exceeding 4 per cent., it must not be 
taken that the board committed themselves not to divide more until the 
income had reached £100,000. 

Mr. Cotes moved a vote of thanks to the chairman, the directors, and 
the manager for the way in which the affairs of the company had 
been conducted. He fully believed that the company would in tims 
become one of the leading fire companies of the City of London. They 
were building up not only a business but a goodwill primarily on account 
of the business they were doing. There was no new fire company which had 
been established during the last twenty-five years which had done even 4 
tenth part as well as the British Law Fire. Fire companies had broken up 
in all directions on account of the fierce competition. It was extremely 
creditable to the company that it could hold its own and was going on as 
it was doing. 

Mr. Coxiins seconded the motion, which was agreed to, and the 
Cuareman anc Mr. Curizr briefly returned thanks, 





ALLIANCE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Annvat Covrr. 


The annual general court of the Alliance Assurance Co. was held 
on Wednesday, at the head office, Bartholomew-lane, Lord Roruscum 
(the chairman) presiding. 

The report stated that the number of policies issued in regard to the 
life account during the year was 1,505, covering a gross sum of £778,947 
and a net sum of £742,047, on which the estimated annual premiums 
amounted to £36,297 and £34,637 respectively. The life assurance fund 
at the beginning of the year amounted to £3,081,205 18s. 5d., the 
premiums for the year being £349,242 7s. 6d.; the claims by death and 
under matured endowments and endowment assurances were £211,358 15s.; 
the surrenders and cash bonuses were £13,462 4s. 9d.; the commission, 
expenses of management, and bad debts (£5 10s. 8d), £34,924; and the 
fund at the close of the year stood at £3,287,223 12s. 7d. The aunuity 
fund at the beginning of the year was £279,908 13s. 3d.; the surplus on 
the account for the year being £21,461 5s. 4d., so that the fund at 
the close of the year stood at £301,369 18s. 7d. The fire insurance fund 
at the beginning of the year amounted to £829,377 8s. 3d.; the premiums 
received were £550,801 6s. ; the losses by fire (£53 18s. 5d. per cent. of the 
premium income) amounted to £296,995 93, 11d.; the commission 
and expenses of management, including bad debts (£156 6s.), being 
£34 183. 10d. per cent. of the premium income, £192,461 13s. 4d. ; and the 
fund at the close of the year stood at £841,068_163. 6d. The leasehold 
end investment policies fund amounted to £138,005 9s. 4d., being 
an increase of £20,494 14s. 4d. over the amount at the close of 189%. 
The balance of the profit and loss account, after payment of the dividend 
of £100,000 in 1900, remained at £142,978 1s. 84., which was carried 
forward to the new year. The company’s funds at the close of the yeat 
were as follows: Paid-up capital, £550,000; life assurance fund, 
£3,287,223 128. 7d.; annuity tund, £301,369 18s. 7d.; fire iusurance 
fund, £841,068 16s. 6d.; leasehold and investment policies fund, 
£138,005 9s. 4d.; profit and loss account, £142,978 1s. 84.; making a total 
of £5,260,645 18s. 8d., to which was to be added the reserve for outs 
ing claims, dividends, accrued commission and expenses, and bills payable, 
£90,174 le. 2d., which made a grand total of £5,350,819 198. 10d. The 
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directors had resolved to declare a dividend of 8s. per share on the _— 
capital, which would absorb £100,000. A moiety of the dividend woul 
be payable on and after the 10th of April next, and the other moiety on and 
after the 10th of October next. After providing the dividend for the year 
there would remain on profit and loss account a sum of £42,978 1s. 8d. to 
be carried forward. 

Mr. Rosert Lewis (general manager) having read the advertisement 
convening the meeting, 

The Cuarrman said the Alliance had lost in the past year one of its 
oldest directors, Mr. Hoare, who had retired. His advice was always 
valuable to his brother directors, and he was sure he was only expressing 
the feelings of the directors and the shareholders when he asked the 
secretary to convey to his family how much they felt bis loss. Referring 
to the business of the company, he said that the life business, as a 
matter of course, was satisfactory, because life business was carried on 
in accordance with tables which were carefully prepared. But he was 
sorry to s»y he could not say as much about the volume of the life business 
which had beentransacted. However, if a smaller amount of life business 
hed been transacted during the year, he believed that was the experience 
of all, or nearly all, life companies. It was difficult to explain why 
there should be a falling off in life business. The actuary and the 
officers attributed the reduction to the fact of the considerable 
increase brought about by Sir William MHarcourt’s finances for two 
or three years after the passing of the Act. But he was not certain 
that that was the only reason. In all probability a great m:ny 
people had found other channels of investment, and thought they 
could employ their money better for themselves than in leaving it to 
an insurance company to invest for them. So far as the fire business 
was concerred, the fire account, taken altogether, was satisfactory. The 
losses were not 54 per cent. They were certainly larger than they ought 
tohave been. There had been very heavy losses on agricultural risks, and, 
in conjuncticn with the other offices, the board had thought it right to 
revise the rates of agricultural risks. And the company had also suffered 
severely from a fire in Canada. He thought he should be doing wrong if 
he did not inform the shareholders that he did not look forward to any 
large increase in the fire premiums during the coming year. On the 
contrary, he thought there would be a falling off, because they were giving 
up various treaties with foreign companies which had become unprofitable. 
This, he hoped, would reduce the loss ratio; it certainly would reduce the 
expenditure. In conclusion he moved the adoption of the report and 
accounts. 

Mr. Henry Wurre seconded the motion. He eaid he had looked at the 
reports for the last six years, and was very pleased to find that, taking 
the average of new life business it produced no less than £39,435 in new 
annual premiums. He thought there were very few offices could 
boast so large an increase—even the largest offices. ‘The state of 
trade and the war might make a -difference, but as regarded the 
six years they shewed a very large increase in the fire account. 
There was an increase of £13,517 for the last year, and that was very 
pleasing. He was pleased to hear that the home business was increasing 
also the London business. He thought the company could not do better 
than cultivate the London business, because, having regard to the 
appliances for extinguishing fire which, in view of the large sums the 
company pay the fire brigade, there was a right to assume to exist, the 
losses ought to be less in proportion. It was a very gratifying report, and 
he sincerely hoped that one as favourable would be submitted at the next 
meeting. 

The motion having been carried, a dividend was declared as stated in 
the report. 

_On the motion of the Oxarrman, seconded by Mr. James Fietrcuer, Mr. 
Victor C. W. Cavendish, M.P., was elected on the board to fill the vacancy 
caused by the death of Mr. Hoare. 

On the motion of the Cuarrman, seconded by Mr. James Fietcner, the 
retiring directors were re-elected as follows: Mr. Charles Edward Barnett, 
Mr. Thomas Henry Burroughes, Mr. Francis William Buxton, the Hon. 
Henry Berkeley Portman, and the Right Hon. Lord Stalbridge. 


ExrTraorpDINaARY General Court. 


An extraordinary general court was then held for the purpose of altering 
the company’s laws and regulations so that a purely professional audit 
might be adopted for the future, and a resolution to give effect to the 
ee and to other recommendations was submitted to the 
meeting. 

The Onatrman, in moving the resolution, observed that some years ago 
the Shareholders had expres:ed a very strong opinion in favour of a pro- 
fevsional audit instead of that which was described as an amateur audit, 
aud which had hitherto existed. Since that time Mr. OC. L. Nichols, 
F.0.A., of the firm of Chatteris, Nichols, & Co., had audited the accounts 
together with the other auditors, but it was considered that the time had 
arrived when it would be wise to substitute a purely professional 
audit, He thought that a rather false impression had been 
created in the public mind to the effect that the company was 
about to transact other insurance besides life and fire business. 
It might be trat in the future the company would undertake business 
connected with the Employers’ Liability Act, but at present there was 
ho intention of doing +o. He believed also that it was thought they 
Were about to transact marine business. That had not been the intention 
of the board,. but circumstances had arisen last year which shewed how 
necessary it was for them to have the fullest powers. The company had 

‘Mn approached in order to insure valuable works of art for the Paris 
Exhibition, and they were compelled to obtain a marine policy to cover the 
marine risks, and then to get the marine office to engage the com 
for the fire risks, If the Alliance Co.’s laws and regulations had permitted 


they would have given their own policies. The resolution he submitted 
also dealt with this matter. ; 
Mr. James Fiercuer seconded the resolution, and it was agreed to. ; 
Mr. J. Hersert Lewis, M.P., moved, and Mr. Fox-Bar.ey seconded, . 
a vote of thanks to the chairman, the directors, and the staff, s in 
high terms of their services, and the Cuareman briefly responded for the 
directors and the staff. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun SuucxzurcH Riser, M.A., B.O.L., barrister-at-law, has been 
appointed Legal Assistant in the Colonial Office, in place of Mr. H. F. 
Wilson, M.A., who has been appointed Secretary to the Administration of 
the Orange River Colony. Mr. Risley, who was called to the bar in 1893, 
after winning a studentship in the Bar examination, has been a reporter 
for the Werkty Reporter and Soricrrors’ JouRNAL. 


Mr. Atrrep Hutt Dennis, barrister-at-law, has been appointed an 
Assistant Solicitor to the Treasury. 











INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


The Honourable Mrs. Exizn Netson, widow of the Honourable Charles 
Horatio Nelson.—This lady, who, in July and August, 1900, was residing 
at 82, Ebury-street, 8.W., stated that she, during those months, had 
settled all her affairs under the advice of a London sovicitor, and, it is 
believed, she then made a Will. The solicitor in question is requested to 
kindly communicate immediately with Messrs. Young, Jackson, Beard, & 
lem -o' 12, Essex-street, Strand, W.C., on behalf of the Earl Nelson and 

is family. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLvrion. 

Tuomas Forp Tucker and Cuaruzs Lronet Burrows, solicitors (Tucker, 
Walley, & Burrows), Manchester. Dec. 31. The said Thomas Ford 
Tucker will, as from that date, carry on the said business under the same 
firm on his own account. [ Gazette, March 12. 





GENERAL, 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Buckley and Mr, Justice Farwell will be the 
Easter Vacation judges. 


Mr. Justice Byrne is still confined to the house by an attack of influenza, 
and is not expected to return to court at present. 


The Lord Ohief Justice has left London for his country house at 
Cranleigh, near Guildford, where he will remain for a few days. 


The Jrish Times says it is not at all unlikely that Sir Edward Carson, who 
has beea suffering from ill-health of late, will relinquish shortly the 
arduous labours of his office as Solicitor-General. [We believe.that the 
Solicitor-General was expected to return to work this weck. | 


Even the Cause List—that most prosaic of documents, says the Globe— 
has occasionally a little humour of its own. Among the curious combina- 
tions of names in the slowly-diminishing list of actions for the present term 
are Walker v. London, Hand v. Blow, and Law v. Law. Even more curious 
were two cases which appeared consecutively in the Chamber list last 
Tuerday, viz., Welsbach Co. v. Tripe, Same v. Onions. 


The commission for preparing a new Great Seal was, says the World, 
issued last week. Only a year ago the Great Seal which had been in use 
for nearly forty years was put aside, as it was worn out, and another was 
manufactured at a cost of £400. The old seal is supposed to be at the 
disposal of the Sovereign, but it has always been asa “‘ perquisite’’ 
of the Lord Chancellor, so that, if this rule holds good on the present 
occasion, Lord Halsbury will have received two of these historical relics in 
less than twelve months, and Lord Eldon was simil.rly fortunate. 


Mr. Powell Williams was, on Thursday, to draw the Attorney-General’s 
attention to ‘‘a practice adopted by the representatives of some of the 
press of secking interviews with persons who have been or are ebout to be 
called as witnesses in matters pending before the Courts of Justice, and of 
publishing the statements and answers to questions given by such 
persons’’; and to ask whether he has observed that these statements 
aud answers have afterwards been used in court to discredit the sworn 
testimony of the persons from whom they were obtained, and whether 
he is prepared to take measures, by legislation if necessary, to put a 
stop to the practices referred to and to any interference whatever with 
witnesses a3 being calculated to impede the course of justice. 


A centenarian barrister, probably the oldest lawyer in the world, has, 
says the Daily Telegraph, passed away at Brighton in the person of Mr. 
James Macauley. His name is, of course, unknown to the present genera- 
tion who frequent the courts, but it still remains in the official Law List. 
From this 1t appears that he was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn as far 
back as June, 1835. The late Mr. Woodhouse, who died at Albury only a 


few weeks ago, was younger than Mr. Macauley, but was an older barrister, 
having been called at the Inner Temple six years before him, that is to 
say, in 1829. Thus, the two oldest members of the bar in england have 
died within two months’ time. [We understand that Mr. Macauley was 





dining at his club last week, His patronymic was Hyndman. } 
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Referring to Lord Aliverstone’s indisposition, the British Medical Journal 
says that his illness is not surprising to any who were present in the 
Central Criminal Court during the trial of Bennett for the Yarmouth 
murder. This trial lasted six days. The court is small, and was, of 
course, for those six days crowded. The seat of the judge is on a kind of 
ledge overlooking the area of the court. The judge is thus exposed to the 
hot foul air arising from the body of people always eager to be present 
whenever an important case is being tried, who are crowded into a space 
far too limited to accommodate half their number. If the windows are 
open for purposes of ventilation, the judge is in the direct draught from 
the windows on either side of the building. After six days of mental 
strain of no common character and exposure to these insanitary surround- 
ings the Lord Ohief Justice has been compelled to take to his bed. Mr. 
Justice Wills was very unwell after the trial of the Lake case, and there is 
serious reason to believe that the health of the late Sir Charles Hall was 
much impaired by the insanitary condition of the room he occupied as well 
as the court in which he sat as judge. 


We understand, says the Times, that the report of the committee 
pointed by the Board of Trade last May to inquire into the working of 
the Patents Acts contains recommendations of considerable importance to 
the general public, as well as to inventors. The committee recommend 
the repeal of the 22nd section of the Patents, &c., Act of 1883 and the 
g of a legislative enactment embodying the following proposals: 
a) That the right of applying be confined as at present to a person 
interested. (4) That the event on which the jurisdiction is to arise 
be defined as follows: ‘‘ When it is made to ap that the reasonable 
sequirements of the public in reference to the invention have not been 
satisfied by reason of the neglect or refusal of the patentee to work or 
t licences on reasonable terms.’’ (c) That the jurisdiction be trans- 
erred to the High Court, to be exercised as part of its ordinary jurisdic- 
tion, and therefore be accompanied by the same power of awarding costs, 
and be subject to the same rights of appeal and to the same regulation by 
eral orders as are in force in respect to its existing business, except 
that no sppes! to the House of Lords shall be brought without the 
leave of the Court of Appeal or of the House of Lords. (d) That the 
respondents in any bes a under this jurisdiction shall include— 
(1) the patentee, and (2) any persons claiming an interest in the patent 
as exclusive licensees or otherwise. In addition, the Attorney-General 
in KE: gland or Ireland or the Lord Advocate in Scotland, or any person 
authorized by them respectively, shali have the right of appearing. (e) 
That the jurisdiction snall apply to all letters patent, whether granted 
before or after the passing of the proposed enactment. (jf) That unless 
and until it be otherwise provided by general orders of the High Court, 
the oo to the High Court shall be made by originating snmmons. 
(9) the court have er to make an order conferring a licence on 
the applicant u such terms as to the duration of the licence, the 
amount of royalties, security for payment, and otherwise, as the court, 
having regard to the nature of the invention and the circumstances of the 
case, shall deem just. 








Mesare, Corsellis, Mossop, & Berney, whose London offices have for many 
years been situate at No. 1, Quality-court, Chancery-lane, will, in conse- 
quence of the demolition of that building, remove, on Monday, the 
25th of March, to No. 11, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recistears 1s ATTENDANCE OW 





Emercexcy Aprzat Covrr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. Kexewica. Byruz. 
18 Mr. Godfrey Mr. King Mr. Jackson Mr. Greswell 
Leach Farmer Pemberton Church 
Pogh King Jackson Greswell 
Farmer Pemberton Church 
Farmer King Jackson Greswell 
Beal Farmer Pemberton Church 
Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy. Farwewu. Buck.ey. Joyce, 
18 Mr, Beal Mr. Leach Mr. Carrington Mr. Church 
Pugh Godfrey Lavie Greswell 
Beal Leach Carrington Pemberton 
Pugh Godfrey lavie Jackson 
Beal Leach Carrington Lavie 
Pugh lavie Carrington 











> * . | 
THE PROPEKTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

March 20.— Messrs, Doverss Youxc & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Groun<-.ents 
to £300 per enoum secur+d upon Houses at Clapbam, also Shop Property | 
producing £114 per annum. with reversion. Solicitors, Messrs. Pettiver | 
. Otiver, Beq., and Messts Carter & Bell, London —Kennington : | 
Dwelliog House, and Manufacturing Premises. 
Ground - rent of £66 annum, Solicitor, W. R J. Hickman, Esq, London — 
Stratford: Freehoid Sendanat of £41, with reversion. Forest Hill: Leascholds, 
producing over £225 per annum Sydenham: Leasehold, producing £70 per annum. | 
Balham : bing oo near station, | 
feet oaeatem, Sco Sonte, , & Jepps and | 

vi 





ad week, p. 5.) 

Match 21.—Mesers U. E. F. & Cz. , at the Mart, — 
LIVE INTRDEST toe Te ae Sald cus came, With peltites, lady quoted 
aged 66. Bolicitors, Messrs, , Currie, & Damian, London. | “Bani 


March 16, 1g0t. 


REVERSIONS : 
To Two One-eighth of Consols and Freeholds, value £4,086; lady aged 54, 
a L gm aged 88 and 35, survive her, with policies, Soliotter, 
° largraue, +» London, 
To a Moiety of a T-ust Fund represented by £5,024 on Mortgage and Cash ; lady 
©. previo’ Pee tee, 89 survives her, with policies. Solicitor, 
To a Moiety of a Trust Fund value £920 in Colonial Government Stock ; lady 
—e 48. Solicitors, Messrs. Beal & bg et London. 
POLICIES for £1,500, £1,000, £500. Solicitor, Wellington Taylor, Esq., London, 
SHARES in William Sugg & oie) and Debentures in Oogswell & 
Harrison (Limited). licitors, Messrs. Tarry, Sherlock, & King, London, 
SHARES in GRAPHIC and DAILY GRAPHIC. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 8, 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liairep in CHANCERY. 


Brock’s Gotp Fieips or toe Nortaeen Territories or Sours AusTrauia, Luntep— 
Creditors are required, on or before April 17. to send their sateen endl otllvesten, and 
fe perous of their debts or claims, to Frank Pigram, 70 and 71, Bishopsgate st, 

85, Gracechurch st, solors to liquidator 

Evecreic Resistance anp Heatine Co, Limirep—Creditors are uired, on or before 
April 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
to William Chaplin, 180, Dashwood House, New Broad st. Francis & Johnson, 19, 
Winchester st, solors for liquidator 

Fawxe & Co, Limitep (Furniture Manufacturers, Bootle)—Creditors are 
before April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
ciaims, to William Denton, 7, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

Homrray’s Baewery, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 23, to send the 
names and ad e8, the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Bolton, 13, 
Spring gdns, Manchester. Sutton & Co, solors to liquidator 

Psrauzit Free-Proor Mareniat Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up. presented March 6, 
directed to be heard on March 20, Russell & , 17, Great Winchester st, solors 
for petner. Notice of a must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
in the afternoon of March 19 

Srayparp Parrerw Co, Limitep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 

April 18, to send names resses, of their debts or claims, 
to Frank Hall Kingham, 9 and 10, Fenchurch st. McDiarmid & Hill, 5, Newman’s ct, 
Corabill, solors for liquidator 

Wairtery Exerciser, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 27, to send their 
names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to F. W. Lord, 60, 
Watling st. Cooper & Co, 10 and 11, Walbrook, solors to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Fiitwick Frienpiy Society, National School, Flitwick, Amovthill, Beds. Feb 21 
‘Woopnovse Inperenpent Society, Hatfield Woodhouse, Doncaster, Yorks. Feb 21 


req on oF 
of their debts or 


London Gaszette.—Turspay, March 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirzsp m CHanceRyY. 


Auance Lanp, Buiupina, anp Investugnt Co, Luutrep — Petn for winding up, 
presented March 8, directed to be heard on March 20. Evans & s ee 
solors for pouing creditor. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named 
later than 6 o’cleck in the afternoon of March 19 

Ayactypta Co, Limrep (1x Votunrany Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 26, to send names and resses, ang the of their debts or 
claims, to James Alexander Carse, 10, Norfolk st, 

Avromatic Diversions 8ynpicats, Limrrep—Creditors are pisol, o8 or before 26, 
to send their names and , onl tho pantiouioes of Gar OD or claims, to Walter 
Warner Wright, 45 and 46, Broad st avenue. Maclean, 8, Old Jewry, solor 

Binmisenam Axratep Warer Co (Barrerr & Co.), Lunrep (m Ligvrpatiox). — 

itors are uired, on or before April 27, to send and 
and particulars of their debts or claims, to Lionel Bury Wells, Queen’s chmbrs, John 
Dalton st, Manchester. Taylor & Co, Manchester, solors to liq aidator 
Bow.ixe Tar Heap Co, Lumrrep.—Creditors are required, on or before April 27, to send 
cir pames and py bade particulars of their debts or claims, to rale Coulson 
Martin, 86, Pilgrim st, Newcastle upon Tyne. Armstrong & Sons, Newcastle upon 


Tyne, solors to liquidator 

Baisto. Mercury, Limitep—Creditors are req! on or before April 27, to send their 
ee ee Ee ae ee eee Se ee ts or claims, to Henry Ernest Grace, 
24, Clare st, Bristol. Gwynn & Masters, Bristol, solors to liquidator 

City anp Grose Trust anv Finance Corporation, Limirep—Petn for winding up, pre 
sented March 9, dir-cted to be beard on March 20. th & Co, 14, Gouthampton 6 
Bloomsbury, for petaer. Notice of a) g must reach the above-named 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 19 

Epwarp Hatt & Baoruze, Liuitep—Creditors are req on or before April 10, 
send in their and 


to 
names and the of their debts or claims, to 
Edward Hall, jun, Horwich House, Chapel en le Frith. RBylance & Sons, Manchester, 


solors for liquidator 
GuARANTEE AnD GewzRat Trapina Corporation, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on of 
Getene Agus 25, Go ound thelr names and addreats, and the particular of thelr debi ot 
solor for liquidator “— “ : 
Srarvospsuire Porreries anp Cuina Ciay, Linitsp—Petan for the wintins up, presented 
for pt we Ni oad pearin on, Mash, $0. Clark, 61, t ister th a ‘ot 
or ptner. No a an 6 0 
the afternoon of Marchi9 - . 


Sreanp Comepy Synvicate, Limirep (ix Liqurpation)—Dreditors are required, on 0 
lore March 16, to send their names and the particulars of their debts of 

to Frank 8, Gsylor, 23, Old Broad st. Steadman, 23, Old Broad st, solor 
Wesrrauian Timerr Sywpicate, Limtzp—Creditors are requited, on or before sui 
to samen end ond the particulars of their debte or claims, @ 
Leonard Malleson, 1954, Winchester Broad Blackman, Cresha 
House, solor to liquidator a : ” 








Wannine To nTENDING Hovss Purcuassrs anp Lessens.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
pores sae Serer “ee be ae from The Sanitary Engineering 
Co, (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 

es vecel t of full particulars. Established 25 years. Tel 
tation,’ n. 


egrams, 
Telephone, “‘ No. 316 Westminster.” —[Apvr.] 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, Feb, 22. 
a, CHARLES CoRNELIU 
Bou 2 pa A ey Bh March 25 Grove v 
London Gasette.—Fripay, March 1. 
Homwrneers, Francis ag a Hyde Park gate, Solicitor March 26 ‘Attenborough v 


Bevir, 1, Devereux chmbrs, Temple 
w in Tailor March 30 Stewart and 


, 


8, 
foort, Waiter CovuiTuarp, Barro Furness, 
McDonald v Scott, Begistrar, Manchester Edgar, 


London Gazette.—Fripay, March 8, 
Mscvs, a Oldham April2 Hughes v Hague, Registrar, Manchester Bradbury, 


London Gasette.—Tuzspay. March 12. 
Basser, Gaseee, Chorlton cum Hardy, Wine Merchant April 10 Winterson v Barber, 


ester 
Hau, Wiis Myers, Accrington April9 Manchester and Liverpool District Banking 
Cov Pickup, Manchester 
a Da Henry, Caverley rd, Eastbourne, Builder April10 Noakes v Noakes, Farwell, 
’ Hastings 


Gaby 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette,—Fripax, Feb. 22. 

AssuTavot, Recinatp Ramsay. Pimlico 8 Francis & Johnson, Gt Winchester st 
Bayxes, Witt14m Licutroot, Liv it 25 & Co, Li 
Barxey, Joux, Liverpool, Master Carter March 28 & Kyffio- a. Liverpool 
o-~) Lerrtra Nosxx, Stevenage, Hertford May 18 Trower & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s 
Rueseusy, JoszrxH, Knutsford, Chester, Licensed Victualler March 20 Shippey & 
ams = 4 WitiaM Owen, ,Liandygwydd, Cardigan May 10 George, Emlyn, South 


Brown, JAMEs Dymore, Reading. Brewer March 81 H & C Collins, Reading 
Brows, WitL1a4m, Wellingborough, Boot Upper Manufacturer April20 Burnham & Co, 
Wellingborough 


CaLLENDER, ANDREW, South Claugh' Chester March 30 Bellringer & Co, Liverpool 
——, Yin a wy r0W ona J ; 

EGY, ALEXANDER, » ogan sq 22 e 
Cuanxe, Frawx, Borrowash, Derby Maltster March 8 Close, ae 
Cock, = ey Matcotm Stewart, West Hampstead April 6 Munns & 

ewry 
Dats, Luxe, Northallerton, Farmer March 16 Parkinson, Northallerton 
vara, Bacureen, 8t Andrews, Jamaica March 21 Pennington & Son, Lincoln’s inn 


Davis, Exrtx, Palmers Green, Manufacturer March 25 Ni Bloomsbury 

Depxy, ARTHUR Maywarp,Upper Norwood April 11 Gadsden & Treherne, Bedford row 

Doxovcumors, the Rt Hon Joun Luxe Grorex, Earl of, Sloane st April1 Smiles & Co, 
ro 


Bedford row 
Doveras, Fanny Exiza, Begnor March 20 Staffurth & Staffurth, 
Hewry Sxprimvs, Exeter, Bookseller March 21 Eland, Basi 
Frost, Ex1zaBETH, ay po Milliner Aprill1 Mawdsley, South: 
Fuanns, Jaxx, Golborne, Lat cs April27 Hibbert & Westbrook, 
Gu, Atrrep Jamzs, borne, t, Carpenter March 15 Ffooks & Douglas, 
re, 
Hatsa.1, Jamzs, Sou! March 23 Brown & Co, Southport 
‘an, Susannan, Old Kent rd March 18 Fishers, Essex st, Strand 
Kays, Eowarp Rocsr Coorzr, South Bersted, Sussex March 20 Staffurth & Staffurth, 


Bognor 
inom, Tomas, Ashton in Makerfield, Colliery Manager March 16 Graham, 


gan 
Hons, Mica. Dainrry, Stoke upon Trent, Encaustic Tile Manufacturer March 25 
Marshall & Ashwell, Stoke upon Trent 
Isaacs, James, Wanstead, Essex March 81 Collyer & Co, Bedford row 
Jacxsox, THomas, Thurloe March 25 Gasquet & Metcalfe, Gt Tower st 
loRDaN, JosEPH, ing 31. H & C Collins, 
Kay, Aueiia, Redhampton, Hants March 25 Biscoe-Smith & Blagg, Portsmouth 
Luiorsrer, Tuomas, East Dulwich rd, Physician March 25 Meakes. Dulwich 
Lyox, Rey WaLter Garnett, Tewkesbury March 25 Hon D A Tollemache, I; 
Masrers, EvizaBETH ANN WHEATLEY, Brighton March 30 Kinneir & Co, 
Mivorisy, Axwe, East Keswick, Leeds April 8 Rawnsley & Peacock, Bradford 
Oakes, SARAH UAROLINE, Hawkhurst March 26 Hubbard & Ce, Cannon st 
PHILLIPS, HENRY, South April 1 Taylor & Co, Gray’s inn 
Biowarpson, Saran Any, Stoke Newington March 25 Fearon, Victoria st, Westminster 
Soperts, Frank Leonarp, Weymouth ost 1 Roberts & Andrew, Exeter 
SUBINSTEIN, Mavugice SamvusL, Notting Hill March 31 Rubinstein, Waterloo pl 
SavrHies, Grorcz, Aston on Clun, Salop April 20 Chester & Co, Bedford row 
MANSFIELD, JAMES, Southport March 23 Brown & Co, Southport 
STEAD, Jonn Mason, Camden rd April1 Smiles & Co, Bedford row 
irrance, WiLLiAM JErreeys, Sulhamstead, Berks March 31 H & C Collins, Reading 


st 





van, Richarp STEPHEN WATTON, Croydon 1 Witham & Gray’s inn 
users, Simmox, Tipton, Chain Manufacturer 25 T% ee 
Trent, Cooper March 25 & Ashwell, Stoke 


Toutixsox, WILLIAM, Stoke 
Trent 


upon 
Tourxixs, Rosert, Reading March 31 H & C Collins, 
w w, Henry, Bearsted, Kent March 31 Forbes & Son, F urch st 
ILLIAMS, Epwarp, Mangotefield, Glos March 25 Metcalf & Raker, Bristol 
Wonpers, Tuomas, , Northumberland March 20 Hoyle, Newcastle on Tyne 
Woons, Winrsas Hasna, Bozhill, Hotel Proprietor 2% Pothecary & C,, 
Basing 8 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, Feb. 26. 


kiians, Tuomas, Stepney, Carpenter April1 Oldfield, st 
, 
Back, Wittiam MuuuuisH. Valdosta, Pinna hy USA oe & Co, Teignmouth 
ALL, ELLEN, Ma-brough, Rotherham 30 Rotherham 
» JOSEPH, ford, Builder March 26 Sandom & Co, Deptford 
~~ ¥, Lucy, y bridge. Chester March 23 RB . 
snes, Wiuiam, York, Yeoman Apri] 11 Nicholson & Brown, York 
wee, Hewry, Whalley Range, Manchester March 26 

> wx, Evizapers, Rosendale rd, Dulwich March 22 Kays 

BROWN, WaLTeR, Sheffield, solicitor April18 Wake & Son, 
B LEY, Gronas Farpenicx, Delph, Sadd 





Peax, Eu 
Si gee 


EN Mary, ton March 25 ora ton 
ayman, Clare 


A 6 Oobbold & 
Dudclh’ Grocer March 38° 





Gunter, James Grances Oe Auvusyx, Suuth Baton pl Apil 1 Tomlia & Chitty, Old 
Hanraison, xa Louisa, Kensington March 22 Lumley & Lumley, Ol4 Jewry 


Hewpenrson, Jonny, Chesterfield, Derb 
Houeues, Ricnarp Roseat a 


Jacxson, JOHN, High er Salford, Yarn Agent Aprilé Rhodes, Manchester 
Jenkins, Isaac Wester. Manchester, 4pecn Manutacturer March 25 

JounstTon, Janz Ancues, Ryde, I W 80 Pachseet, Bete Iw 
Lawrence, WaLTesr. Dover, Oil and Colourman March 80 well & Harby, Dover 
Ma.iett, Taomas Hewry, Wi 
Mann. CHARLES, Bridlington Quay, York 6 Harland & Son, 


Mavups, ALFRED, Greetland, Y: Woollen 81 
any Jouyx yoann Boston, Unesta, Palaior March 15 J H Tasker or C J Phillips, 
PemBERton, JosePH, Dudley, Worcester, Coal Merchant March 9 Birmingham 
Blanray, Many, Tonmi, ort, Grade Ape 10. Brash & Ge, Quem Vila 
ERICK, a 
oa Coachbuilder “Williams, Nes! 


Rees, Josep, Neath, Glam, March 23 
Roacu, EsTHEr Jouns, Lianidloes, Montgomery April12 Bolton & Ce, Temple gdos, 


Roserts FrepreRick WILLIAM, Hall 
Sauter, Evizasets Axw Durant, Devon 


Suaw, ABRABA March 21 
SaitH, GzonaE, Vale March 81 Child & Child, Sloane st 
SmiTH, HERBERT, Farmer March 25 Bowker & Sons, Winchester 


Sparks, @ , Finchley, Surveyor April12 Betteley, 
Stanten, Faaxcts, Peplow Hall, Salop March 25 Knight & Sons, Newcastle under 


Strong, Seas ‘Watpecrave, Worcester April12 Jeffery, Worcester 
Sway, Jonx Gzorcz, Upsall Hall, York March 25 Ryott & Swan, Newcastle upon 


Wave, Hersert Buaney, Old <5 3 1 Beacheroft & Co, Theobalds rd 
Wiurams, Ricuarp James, Rhyl, April9 Pierce-Lewis, Rhyl 
Woorron, Sziiva Mary, Biackheath 110 Spencer & Arnold, Gre 


London Gazette.—Fripay, March 1. 
Senneee, Dives Bradford, Farmer at 27 ee, Set 
RMSTRONG, SARAH, March Buck thport 
Arxrneox, Tuomas, Old Hatton, nr Kendal, Farmer March 20 Cartmel, Kendal 
Bayxs, CHARLES, Farmer May 15 Wiilders & Son, Holbeach, Lincs 


Barton, W1i.14M, Landport, 
Savas, Sir - ood Henry, March 28 Marson & Co, Southwark 


B , James, Middlesbrough March 25 , Stockton on Tees 
Socom. ExizasetTH, Cromer March 30 Genet Hales. Cromer 
Burpox, EuizaBeTH Hatt, Newcastle upon Tyne April 17 Brown & Son, Newcastle 


upon Tyne 

Burcomes, Jexxy Laxe, Hampton Wick April 3 Marsh & Co, Kingston on Thames 

Geese WILuiaM, Kennington April 16 Tyler, Clement’s Strand 

Carew, Dororsza, Tiverton. Devon March 23 Battishill & 

Cayzer, Henry Prummen, Worcester, Engineer 

Davis, Davip, Gordon sq Aprill Hicks & Co, ot, Covent on 

oe, Bae aoc Brecksville, Ohio, USA March Hewitt & Urquhart, 

Dove. ExizaneTa, Newcastle Tyne 1 Maughan & Hall. Newcastle on Tyne 

site ong Covey Fo tig BRR ty & Co, Hertford 

eo a, Caine, Worcetet Farmer March 26 Beanchamnp & Gallaner Worcester 

Buu ORGE, : 

grant Boy Save, Mi Quarry, Lancs ry r: 

Fisunn, CanoLixe AMELIA, New Cross Gate 

Fiint, Lewis ALFRED, Hatcham April 29 C & BE Woodroffe, Gt Dover st 

Gaenett, CHARLOTTE, Hammersmith March 25 Clarkson & Co, Lime st 

Gopson. Rev pe Sr Asan, Chelmsford April 2 Bower & Co, Bream's bidgs, 
& 


Granam, Witt14m, Brampton, Derby, Joiner April19 Stanton 
Grance, Axn Exizasetu, Leeds March 25 ~~~ he 
Hammanx, Mavetine Richmond Fr Wi 

Haw, Wit.1aM, West ry ety March 25 9 ee on Tees 
Hey, James Sherburn in Elmet, 23 Parker & Parker, 
Horror, Joy, Swanley J Kent Lincoln's ‘inn fields 
Txaram, Ann Exizaners, Hollo’ Soames & Co, No: folk st, Strand 

Joxzs, Janz, Liverpool 1 Liverpool 

Kussimaw, Riczanp Toxpace, Market Weighton, Yorks, Bricklayer April 2 Powell, 
Gavanee. ALEXANDER, and Henry Laverock, Liverpool April 1 Style & Co, 
Lerauron, Rosert, Streatham March 26 Rudall, Watling st 

Licaurn, Paitippa CaRouine, Dagewea March 30 Walker & Co, Theobald’s rd 

Loxa, Amy, Miami, Ohio. USA 28 Hewitt & Urquhart, Leadenhail st 
McKewzis, Exuen, Liverpool March 30 . 

Moopy, any Susanna, Ross, Hereford March 81 A F & R W Tweedie, Lincoln's inn 


Moutrox. James, Hunsterson, Chester, Farmer April 12 & Sons, Crewe 
NgEtp, Sir AL@sRNON Wittiam, Wilts March 79 re A gr Wilts 
Noon, Farpeaick, Liverpool. Ship Broker March 81 & Liverpool 
Rosgrts, Davip, Tipton, Staffs, Licensed Victualier March 28 King & Ludlow . 


Wolverhampton 
Rowvox, AxrHun Henant, & John’s Wood ter March 29 Bird & Co, Gray’s inn 
Semris, Horace Jony, Upper Wimpole st, Cavendish aq March 31 Scadding & Boakin, 


ion st 
Saw, Groncs Epwarp, Oldham March 30 Megson, Oldham 
©;Lcock, CaRoOLinE Mary, Putney March 31 Rose-Innes, New inn, Strand 
Seam, Saling sen, Heaton Norris, Lancs March 25 . Stockport 
PEAKMAN, 


Srneny. Sinan, Groat Malvens, Worteoe Apell'l Upton €'tritton, Lincoln's ina 
Swixoett, Taomas, Derby March 96 Eddowes & Derby 

Fionmeon, Gueueniig dy, Ware, Senn OT sata, 
TywsTaLL, Haneer, Widnes, Lance April8 Burton, Runcorn 

Veen, eae, Pas de Calais, France March 831 AF & BR W Tweedie, Lincoln's inn 
Waseem, Wassam, Wandsworth April 2 Mead & Sons, Arundel] street, Piccadilly 
Weteypocsonn, Cuartes, Bradford, Stuff Merchant March 30 Neill & Holland, 


Br. 
Woop, Wrt.14m, Castleton, Derby, Innkeeper March 29 Rhods, Sheffield 
London Gasette.—Tuspay, March 6 
A Tx 8 , Stoke Ni 2 
LEXANDER, THomas Srapson, yp <4 April ery Beem oie 


ALLDeR Mrs Saran Ann Richmond 1 
Ancues Exizanetu, Coanwood, nr Morpeth April 17 Brown & Son, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 

A ’ T . York 3 Ni 

_—_ 7 —) Mania Tihmont. ¥ = nd FR aes) a, . 
Goddard, South aq 
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Baker, Ayn, Mountford, Warwick April16 Slatter & Co, Stratford upon Avon 

Barwick, Exiza, Carson rd, West Dulwich April10 Pettiver & Pearkes, College hill 

Berers. Franz Curistian Geruarp, Cullum st April 16 Myers, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Bernays, Ei.ten Lasait, Kew, i 
Broad st 





Catiacuan, Witu1AM, Liverpool April16 Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 
Davipson, Jouy Ricuarp, Middle Temple, Barrister April6 Fraser & Co, Edinburgh 


| Marrer, Mary Boys, Bayswater April 10 
| Monsos, 


Lave, Wituam Merepiru, Beeford, nr Hull April 3 Brown & Co, Southport 
Lincoin, Mary Exizasera, Camberwell March 20 Clarke & Co, Preston 


| Ling, Mary Anne, Chelsea April 4 Powell & Skues, Strand 
April 2 Poole & Robinson, Union ct, Old | Litrier, Or_pert, Dunham o’ th’ Hill, Chi 


Mann, Anna Magia. Norwich April 20 ‘ord & Co, Strand 
‘ord & Co, Bloomsbury sq 


RENCE Grace, St Hugh’s, Ringmer, Sussex May 6 Toynbee & 


pane Farmer March 23 Brasson, Chester 


The Hon Fito 


| Co, Lincoln 
Eapon, Henry Hopxixsox, Walkley, Sheffield, Builder May 1 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield Naytor, Ricuarp, St Helens, Lancs, Farmer April 13 Tyrer & Fletcher, 8t Helens 


Footyrr, Mrs, Fanxy Bournemouth Footner, Andover 

Frases. Witiiam, Canton, Cardiff, Surveyor April6 Morris & Son, Cardiff 

asaier” ~ | gaa Josep, Deptford, Butcher April5 Lumley & Luuley, Old Jewry | 
m0) 


Grover, Henry Liewettyy, Pontypridd, Solicitor March 20 Grover & Co, Cardiff 
Haprisvp. Janez, Sheffield 
Ewson, Frances IsaBe.ia, by April12 Smith, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hickson, Cuarves, Lee, Kent April1é Baker & Thorneycroft, bishop’s Stortford 
Hickson, Janz, Lee, Kent April16 Baker & Thorney croft, Bishop's Stortford 


ned ts - ; 
Howpex, Cunistorner, Blackburn, Beerhous? keeper April 6 Marriott, Blackburn | RorHwe.., Hersert Epwarp, Clive Hawkes Bay, New Zeala.d Aprill6 Williamson 


How anp, Mary Awn. liford. Essex April13 Martin & Co, King st, Cheapside 
How ey, Joun, Chester April 20 Brasson, Chester 

Jacksoy, Tempr Exvizanets, Leamington March 28 Mitchell, Worthing 
Jarvis, Jonn, Oseney crescent, Camdenrd April5 King & Burrell, Gresham st 
Jones, Joux, Tunbridge Wells April15 Jones, Huddersfield 


Micxiem, Henry, Henley on Trames May 1 Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 
Mittox, Saran, Dudley, Worcester March 16 Smith & Co, Dudley 

Orzitr, Jam+s, Lathom, Laves, Butcher atril15 Lee & Co, Ormskirk 
RaveEywi cy. Sevina Exiza, B:istol March 31 Day, Bristol 

Rozsox, Hanxsaun, Cramlington, Northumberland 
Ryver, Epwin, Battersea, Licensed Victualler April 18 


rider st 
Seamer, Water, Grenfield, New South Wales, Labourer April 1 Blyth & Co, 
Gresham House 


Suitn. Giovcester, Newington butts April2 Ewbank & (o, South sq, Gray’s inn 


| Nicnotsoy, Isapertia, South 


Newman, Epwarp Putty, Hillingdon, Auctioneer April 10 Chapman, Gray’s inn sq 
Shieds April 12 Mather & Dickinson, Newcastle upon 


e 
Ocpen. Exizasera, Halifax May1 Wavell & Co, Ha\ifax 


| Parratt, Exisna, Ilkley, Yorks, Butcher April10 Fietcher, Leeds 


| 
April 19 Vickers & Co, Sheffield | Prestice, Wauter Luioyp, Langley, Kent May 81 
| Rosrnson. Groner Caszistrmas Bury, Pevensey, sussex, Licensed Victualler 


Parurrs, Wituram, York, Solicitor 4pril15 Hoitby & Procter 

Tylee & Co, Easex st, Strand 

April 5 
er, Arundel st 

Rosrinson, Witu1aM. Erdington, Warwick, Greengrocer March 28 Restall, Birmingham 


& Uo, Sherborne In 


| Savery, Henny Joun, Bristol, Master Baker April5 Spofforth, Bristol 


| 
| 
| 


Suaw, Sagan, Denton, Lancs March 20 Hervey & Cu, Hyde ; 
Sugary, ANN ELEANOR, Stratt .n, Cornwall April10 Shearme, Ryde. Isle of Wight 
Simmons, Saran, Stoke Newington April15 Shepheirds & Walters, Finsbury circus 
Simpson, Sir Henry Luxnoy, Windsor April6 Lovegrove & Durant, Windsor 
Sricer, WittiaM, Folkestone April20 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
STREATFIELD, Epwarp Warron, Maidstone, Corn Factor 


April 2 
Maidstone 


Stenning, 


March 23 Blackburn & Main, Carlisle | Tanvett, Jonn Toomas, West Burton, Yorks, Eogineer May1 Jones & Co, Leeds 
Maitlands & Co, Knight- | Trevor-Roper Magian, Bedford Mey 6 Brig 


& Cross+, Manchester 

TucKER, EMANUEL, South Tawton, Devon, Wheelwright March 23 Cann, Exeter 
Turton, Letitia IsaBevia, Spurstow, Chester April10 Simpson & Co, Liverpool 
Wueever, Wittiam Henny, Birmingham, Stamper March 18 Baker, Birmingham 
WILkinson, GeorGe, Elierton, Gardever May1 Bantott, Selby 


Srusss, Wint1am AyLwin, Drummoyne, nr Sydney, New South Wales aprili5 stibbard | Witkixson, Witiiam, Oxford Aprill10 Peppercorn, Oxford 


& Co, Leadennall st 
Peake, Epwarp, Ely pl May1 Foole & Robinson. Union ct, Old Broad st 
Pe.iatr. Wary, Lee, Kent March 30 Hillearys, Fenchurch bidgs 
Pizws. Marcaret, Newcastle upon Tyne April 2 Cridd’e & Cnddle, Newcistle upon 


pe 

Proctor, Ricuarp, Quernmore, Lancs, Farmer March 16 Saul, Lancaster 

Wesste, ga Leonanrp, Sargeon, Croydon Aprill Webster & Webster, Linco!n’s 
o 8 

hea Joun, Leighton grove, Kentish Town, Sheep Salesman April 6 Wells & Sons 


aternoster row 
London Gazette.—Fripvay, March 8. 


Agwitacez, Jane. Heckmondwike, York March 15 Mitcheson. Heckmondwike 

Baven-PowE.. Bapen Heney. CLE, Oxford April 22 Crawley & Co, Arlington st 

Banks Stepney, Ashford, Kent March 21 Hallett & Co, Ashtord, Kent 

Beaumont. James. Southport April4 Beaumont, Peckham 

Beprows, Ex1za, Harborne, Staffs Mfarch +8 Restall, Birmingham 

Bincnaty, Witiiam, Seacombe, Chester April 5 Lacs & Co, Liverpool 

Buiascuett, Grorce Wittiam, Wuolwich April19 Sampson, Woolwich 

Braviey, 4xx, Waterloo, nr Liverpool April 9 Thompson & Hodgson, Kendal 

Brairnwaite, Jonatuan Henry, brixtoa March16 Wainwright & Co, S*aole ian 
KS, GerarD Lake, West Kensington April 20 Bridges & Co ked Lion 8) 

Bu1ock, DawiE.. Stockport, Photugrapher March 30 brown & Co, Stockpurv 

Buxton, D: «iru. South Birkdale, Laacs,Grocer April9 Worden & Ashingt»n Southport 

Crastoy, Axxe, Wigan Apriil9 France, jun, Wigan 

Darwent, Epwis, Kotherham May6 Willis, Rotherham 

Davizs. Catnenine, Swansea April20 Charles. Neath 

Dewnuvrst, Cares, Catforth Lancs april19 Tayior & Son, Preston 

Dvuneaxt, Wittiam Appledore, Kent March 13 Mace & Sons, Ashford 

Pargisotox, Ropart, Leigh, Lancs Aprilé Dootson, | eigh 

Forses, STEWART. Petersham April5 tertram, Pall Mail 

Fowxes, Mary Janz, Boscombe Ma‘ch 20 Ballard & Barton, Bournemouth 

Garnett, Gzorce Timotruy, Beckenbam Park, Kent, Builder April 9 Young & Uo, 
Easex st, Strand 

Goppaxp, Evcexe, MD, Highbury New Park Apiil10 Goddard, Old Sezjeant’s inn 

Grirvirus, Anya, Kw ap, Pembroke April13 George & Co, Cardigan 

Hatt, Wii1iam, Newbury, Berks, Stationer March 31 Uer & Co, Telegraph st 

Hamecy, Marianna Evizapere, Breage, Cornwali May1 Hill, Penzance 

Hanrnis. Tuomas, Southsmpton st Bloomsbury April16 Mackrell & Vo, Cannon st 

Hepes, Bxuizanete. Southpo't Apml9 Worden & Ashington, Southport 

Hiss. Borniz, Rochd:le May 23 Micklem & Hollingworth, Gresham st 

Hoxrtox, Joux, Shirley, Warwick. Farmer May5 Tyler & Deighton, Birmiogham 

Hosxixs, Saran. Neath, Giam Apiil 20 Charles, Neath 

Jackson, Caro.ixe, Sheffield April 22 Smith & Sons, sheffield 

Josxsox, WittiAM Daistun Aprilé Whittington & Co, Bishopegate st Without 

Joxes, Exizasetn Euma, Stonescrott, Liverpool April4 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 

Karean, Joux, New brighton Chester May 6 Johnson, Liverpool 

Kipsox, Epwarp, Bilston, Staffs “olliery Owner March 24 Hail & %o, Bilston 


Kwacos, Witiias, Stockton on Te 8, Piano Dealer April20 Archer & Uo, Stockton on | 


Tees 


London Gazette. —Turspay, March 12. 
Arrwarsr, Ricnarp Gay, Amesbury, Wilts, Farmer April ?3 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 
Batuer, Cuarces, Red Lion st, Holborn, Locksmith April 2 Withalls & Belton, 
Bedford row 
Barry, Emma Jane, Garforth, York, Postmistress April 13 Lumb, Leeds 
Betuagsy, ANN, Cross Gates, nr Leeds Apri!9 Holland, Rochdale 
BeviarBy, Bensamey, Cross Gates, nr Leeds April9 Holland, Rochdale 
Briccs James, Calverly, York, Joiner aprill2 Morgan & Morgan, Bradford 
Bropsy, Sagan, Chelsea April9 Leathley & Willes. Lincoln’s inn fields 
| BuRRovGH, WiLL1Am, Birmmgham April 22 Tyler & Deighton, Birmingham 
| Carter, Mary, Ashton under Lyne March 23 Pownall, Ashton under Lyne 
| Crark, JANE, Ebury Bridge, Pimiico April18 Brumme:] & 8.mple, Morpeth 
| Craven, Josepn, Sheffield May14 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
| (Rawrorp, AaNEs RacueL, Winchester april 20 Moberly & Wharton, Southampton 
| Earoy, Witt1aM, Hulme, Manchester April 30 Tucker & Co, Manchester 
| Evans, Evan, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Blacksmith March 30 Rowland, Bangor 
| Fiercuer, Wittiam, Gt Crosby, Lancaster, Stockbroker April 19 McGowen, Liverpool 
GaeaTHesp, Marcaret, Stanford le Hope, Essex April 16 Greatheed, Chancery In 
| Gree, FREDERICK ALFRED, Bristol, Yeoman April 30 Sibly, Bristol 
| Hackers, Epwarp Hare, Scarborough, Painter April16 Land & Foster, Halifax 
| HANSEN, Jorgen Curist1An, Liverpool, Shipbroker April 15 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Howe.t, Horace Sypvey, MD, FRCS, South Hampstead April 20 Herbert, Cork st, 
} Burlington gdns 
| Ivory, Joux, Hampstead April1l Shaen & Co, Bedford row 
| Ivory, Joszrn Terry, Hampstead Aprilll Shaen & Co, Bedford row 
| Jenkins, Ropert, Kingston upon Hull, Commission Agent April20 Jackson & Co, Holl 
Kenoat, Joun, Clitheroe, Lancs, Cattle Dealer June1 Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 
| Kwianron, Henry, Cheltenham April27 Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 
Newman. Rosert Heway, St Mark’s cres, Regent’s pk Aprii 10 Hughes & Bartlett, 
| Lincoln’s inn fields rire 
O’Grapy, Hvueu, Liverpool April 22 Quilliam, Liverpool _ 
Patwer Witiiam James. Bristol May 1 Sinnott &8on, Bristol 
| *inwELt, Hargett, Creltenham Mayt Billings, Cheltenham 
Poo., James, Stoke Damerel, Devon March1 + urtis & Dawe, Plymouth 
| KANDALL, Joun, Beeley April18 Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 
| Rawuiss, Mr Atrrep Figheldean, Wilts April2 Dixon, Pewsey 
Ricuarpsoy, Joun Henry, Bangor April 30 Milne, Manchester . 4 
oe Se Sypyey, Sydney, New South Wales April 30 Moodie & Son, Basing- 
ball av 
Ser.z, Herzen Mary, Virginia Water, Surrey April19 St Barbe & Co,1, Delahay st, 
Westminster 
SuaRpLow, Annz, Derby April 19 Rothbotham & Co, Derby : 
| Skxerres, BuizaBeru, Gainsborough April24 Burton & Dyson, Gainsborough 
| Torpnam, Gzorcx, Annesley, Nottingbam, Labourer April12 Rorke & Jackson, Notting- 


| Wittiams, Jonn, Llanwenllwyfo, Anglesey March 36 Rowland, Bangor 








BANKRUPTC% NOTICES. 


Copg.anp, Gzorce Truman, Crowland, Lincs, Blacksmith 


Lance, Ggorcx, Leicester, Shoe Laster Leicester Pet 





London Gazette.-—F gipay, March 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


Asxew, Joux Hewzy Croven, Leicester, Coffee Houve 
Lescester Pet March4 Ord Marcié 
Bagtisc Bovrrr. jun, Maitstone, (Grocer 


Maidstone 
Pet March 4 Ord Mare» 4 


Bew, Axrave Geonse, Nottingham, Balder Nottioghan | 
High Court Pet Feb 6 | 
Boxsp, Wattva, Lewisham, Commission Agent Greenwich | 


Pet March 6 Ord March 6 
Bexsert, J. East Ham, Eesex 
Ord March 6 


Pet Feo6 Ord March 5 
Bravever, Sauce. Ricuary, Sheffield, Builder Sheffi-ld 
“ ae Ord March 6 
nOOKs Hexey, Margats, House [):coratir Canterbu 
Pet Match 6 Ord March 6 ‘i 
Burros, Tuouas Little Tcwer hill, Bedding Manufsc- 
c —_ a Pet ee Ord March 6 
ALDICOTT, Enwix Teante, Nottingham, Lithographic 
Artist Nottwgbam Pet Marchi Ord March’ % 
Cuaten, Jous Wiitiam. Wolverhampton, Baker Woiver- 
hamptm Pet March 6 Ord March 5 
Cusmmy meEsT, Alfreton, Derby Desby Pet March 6 


6 
Coorsnr, Jauns, and Witiian Hexny Cooren, Manchester. 
Manufact M 
Ord March 6 


urers anchester Pet March 5 


fe erborough Pet March6 Ord March 6 

Dawizt, Taomas, Leeds, Drsp2r's Travelier Leeds Pet 
March 4 Ord March 4 

Davies, Tuomas Jouy, Goldiogtyn, Beds Bedford Pet 
Feb 19 Ord March 5 

D’Avicpor, Szrcivs Henay, Dover High Court Pet 
Febé Ord March 5 

Dawkins, George Wittiam, Nun aton, Builder Coventry 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Dawson, Georoe ALveep, Ipswich, Boot Dealer Ipswich 
Pet Feb 20 Ord March 1 

Duiscot,, Dexnis, High Holborn, Fishmonger High 
Court Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Evass, Lawson Ceci, Dudley, Worcesters, Licensed 
Victualler Dudley Pet March 6 Ord March 6 

Faameros,; Eowis, Hammersnuith, Commercial Clerk 
High Vourt Pet March 65 Ord March 6 

Govutvres. Joseru, Newton le Willows, Lancs, Licensed 
Victuiler tolton Pet Marché Ord March 6 

Batt. Warren Epwarv. Battersea, Metal Merchant 
Wandsworth PetMerch6 Ord March 6 

Bamusow, Gronce, Bristol, Flour Merchant Bristol Pet 
Feb5 Ord March 6 

Jonzs. Joux Wicxixsox, Long Eaton, Derbys, Licensed 
Victaaller Derby Pet March 1 Ord March 6 

Keatine, James, Brighton, Builder Brighton Pet March 
6 Ord March 5 


Laus. Eowaav, Newton, nr Chester, Brick Manufacturer 
Chester Pet Feb 22 Ord March 4 





March 4 Ord March 4 
Maxgiorr, James Witt1am, Derby, Butcher Derby Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 


Mvuuey, James Coorer, Dudley, Wores, Saddler Dutle7 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Parrixsoy, Tuomas Joseru, Glasson, Cumberland, Butcher 
Uarlisie Pet Marcha Ord March 4 : 

Pickrorp, James, Sutton, ur Macclesfield, Silk 
Macclestield Pet March5 Ord March 6 

Porxres, George Taomas Press, Wood Green, Manu- 
facturer Edmonton Pet Feb 11 Ord March 4 : 

Roperts, Farpenick Gzorce, Ludgate hill, Dentist High 
Court Pet Feb 12 Ord March 4 ‘ ' 

Rocers, Exiza. Bri Liceased Victualler Bristol Pet 
MarzchS5 Ord March 5 

Romixerr, Jutivs Leorotv, Bayswater, Wine Merchant 
digh Court Pet March 4 Ord March 4 k 

Rorawe.t, Epwix Atrrev, Ramsey, Isle of Man, Grain 
Dryer Pet Jan 26 Ord March 6 

Scumon., Capi Feanz Turovor, and Exxesr Hansop, 
bs d Hide Merchant h Court Pet March 


4 Ord March 4 
Simson, Witt1aM, Maidstone, Grocer Maidstone Pet 
March 6 Ord March 6 é : 
Master Chimney Sweep 


Suirn Antnun, Huddersfield, 
Huddersfield Pet March 5 Ord March 6 

Breap, Wititam, Leeds, Mechanic Leeds Pet March 5 
Ord March 5 

Verrou, James, Leeds Leeds Pet March 4 Ord March 4 


Dyer 
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Marsox, ee Bedford, Solicitor Bedford Pet March 
4 
lhe Joux, Haworth, Yorks, Grocer Bradford Pct 
March 6 Ord March 6 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asxew, Joun. Henry Crover, Leicester, Coffea House 
Keeper March 15 at 12.30 Off Reo, 1, Berridge st, 
Leicester 

Bauwey, Jesse Jonx, Port Talbot, Glam, Iron Merchant 
March 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, “Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Barzstow, JonaTHAN, Ha'ifax, Commiesion Agent March 
15at3 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Baziinc, Rosert, jun, peeeeenn, Grocer March 22 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Burs, wae 1AM, Leeds, Jeweller March 15at11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Buaron, Tomas, L ttle Tower hill, Bedding - al 
March 15 at 2 80 —— pay ie Carey st 

Canter, Harry, Portslad jussex, Boot Dealer 
March 15at12 Off Ree. "7 Pavilion bidga, Brighton 

Cossixs, Watrar, Yeovil, Baker March 19 at 1.30 Off 
Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

Dawizt, Taomas, Leeds, Deane’ s Traveller March 15 at 
12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Davies, Gzorce. Windsor, Furnishing Ironmonger March 
19 at3 95 Temple chmbrsa, Temple av 

Dawson, GEorGE ALFRED, - ee Boot Dealer March 
18 at2 Bell Hotel, Leiceste 

arty Dennis, High Holbora, need March 15 

at 12 nkruptcy bides, Carey 

one, Hues, Liverpool ‘March. 8 at 12 Off Ree, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Feavers, Jonn Toomas, Halifax, Painter March 15 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Frescn, James, Gt Yarmouth, Fish Merchant March 19 
at8 Lovewell — South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 

GatsraitH, Boseet, Wi Insurance 
Broker Mareh 2 at 2.30 a bidgs, —_ 4 

GALLIESNE, JOHN bg Barnes 
Bankruptcy bldga, Carey 

Gotppy, Gzorcr Hevyey, Fathom, — Builder March 19 
atll Bankruptcy bldgs. © 

Gottor, Ratpx 5 won Beem Yeovil March 19 at 12.30 Off 

, Endless st. Salisbury 

Hackney. W F, Earlsfield. Chemist March 16 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Haw. Cxartes Epw ARD, Chestenfield, Builder March 16 
at2 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

Harvey, ALsert, HERBERT be Hoxton, 

at12 Bankruptcy 


ae + ced March 1 

tem y roeen thy Lichfield, Staffs, Hatter March 21 at 11 
Off Rec, Walsall 

Isz.anp, WiLL'Am Henry, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
March 16 at 11 3) Of bec, Bridge st Northampton 

Janzs, ALFRED, Southampton, Builder March20at8 Off 
Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 

Laws, Kpwarp, Newton, nr Chester, Brick Manufacturer 
March 15 at 11 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row; Chester 

Larct, Grorae, Leicester, Shoe - March 18 at 12.30 
Off Res, 1, Berridge st, Leices' 

Lez, Henny, Leicester, Butcher March 18 at3 Off Rec, 
1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Lyoys, Leonarp, Leman ag pny Bailiff March 18 
at2.30 Bankruptcy —— og 

Mackey, James, Saltaire, Yorks, °F estaurant Proprietor 
March 19 at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor F ange Bradford 

aes, Joun, Stockton on Tees, Tailor March 27 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert 24, yay 

Miter, Jouy T, + Liverpool, Estate Agent March 18 at 2 

Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

MB a Axx, Tottenhum March 15 atil Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

ox Hansr, Rotherham, York, Builder March 15 at 1 

es James, Stoc 


Figtree In, Sheffield 
March 15 at 230 
ff Rec, Byrom st, chester 


rt, Stationer 
im James Kerra, and Winpsor Owen James, Uzmaston, 
Pembroke, Mineral Water Manufacturers March 15 
at1l Castle Hotel. Haverfordwest 
Simpson, Wi114x, jepetenae, Grocer March 27at11 9, 


at, 
Surrn, Leonarp i Aslacton, Norfolk, Labourer 
March 16 at 12 Off 4 8. aoe at, Norwich 





Pearce, Heyry, Bedford pl, Russell sq, Gent High 
Rec Ord 


dngene, pate I, Brighton, Builder Brighton Ord 

Atwoop, Groraz, H Sussex, Plumber ‘ton 
rte” Seen, mg 

Baxer, James, Woking, Surrey, Butcher Guildford Pet 
March 7 Ord March 7 


Be.t, 


ortalade by Sea, soenet, Boot Dealer 

March 1 Ord March 5 

Cnarer, Joun Witi1am, Wol Baker Wolver- 
Pet March 5 


b Ord March 5 | 
CuarK, nest, Alfreton, Derbys Derby Pet March 6 
Ord March 6 ' 
CorgLanp, Gzorce Truman, Crowland, Lincs, Blacksmith | 
Peterborough Pet March 6 Ord Ma: 


Carrer, Harry, 
Brighton 


Gou.peEn, Josep, Newton le Willows, Lancs, Licensed 
Victualler Bolton Pet Marché Ord March 6 

Hatt, Watrer Epwarp, Battersea, Metal Merchant 
Wand worth Pet March6 Ori March 6 

James, ALFRED, ~}— Builcer Southampton 
Pet March 1 Ord March 4 

Jongs, Joun WILKINSON. hong Eaton. Darbys, Licensed 
Victualler Derby Pet March 1 Ord March 6 

Keatina, James, Brighton, Builder Brighton Pet 

. Ord March 5 

Lams, Epwarp, Newton, near Chester, Brick Manufacturer 
Chest-r Pet Feb 22 Ord March 6 

Lance, , GrorcE, Leicester, Shoe Laster Teicester Pet 
Mar°h 4 Ord March 4 

Margiort, James uasem, Derby, Butcher Derby Pet 

March 5 Ord March 5 





McLeop, Wri.1aM Scort, ham, — Worker 
Birmin se. Feb 12 Ord March © 

Moroan TLLIAM, , 8t 
Pet Feb 23 Ord arch 

Mutiey, James Coopsr, Dudley, yeti, Saddler 
Dudi Pet March 4 Ord March 5 


—— p BERT JOHN, Shedfield, pompempten, Builder 
hampton Pet Feb 16 Ord March 

Seonte, High 

Court Pet Dec 21 


CHARLES eee, Se at, Painter 
Parrixson, Tuomas Josern, Glasson, Cumberland, Butcher 
Ord —— 4 


Carlisle Pet a. 

Pickrorp. James, Su! id, Silk Dyer 
Mar clesfield Pet March 5 5 Ord March 5 

Pucxuz, Raymonp Avrrire, Bexhill on Sea, Laundry 


Proprietor Hastings Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 21 
Ricuarps, GrirritH, Holyhead, Draper Bangor 
Feb7 Ord March 6 


Romincer, Jvuivs ee Bayswater, Wine Merchant 

High Court Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Savitri. Duptey Fuicuer. and Arraus Franx Sere 

Fencharch st. East Merchants High 

Feb6 Ord March 2 

Suupson, Witiiam, — yam Grocer Maidstone Pet 

March 5 Ord March 5 

Smrrn, ARTHUR, Panes, Master Shey Sweep 
Huddersfield Pet March 5 Ord March 

yy Leeds, Mechanic Leeds Pet March 5 
0 5 


1d My; 
Verrcu. James, Leeds Leeds Pet March4 Ord March 4 
We.uiman, Jony, Hayworth, Yorks, Grocer Bradford Pet 
March 6 Ord March 6 
Wyse. Tuomas Francis, East Iisley, Medical Practitioner 
xford Pet Jan7 Ord March 6 


ADJU: ae y Aeertia® SBD RECEIVING 


Court 


April 19, 1899 Adjud Aug 26, 1829 and 


Annul March 6, 1901 
London Gazette.—Tuespay, March 12. 


Frank, Seven Sisters 


Cc. Ep TEARLE, Li Herzoa. 
asneoeeny 3 win ~y Pottinghom, ~\ eet 


. Connav, Walbrook, Civil Engineer High Court 
‘Feb 16 Ord March 8 
Hinvts, Taomas, Morecambe, Lancs, Labourer Preston 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
' How auton, Gzoroe, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, 
—— Maker Manchester Pet March 9 Ord 
Jeream, Faepeaicx O.persaaw. Leadenhall st, Machinist 
Court Pet Feb 12 Ord 8 


rch 6 | | Ligutrcot, SARAH Marra, Chester Chester Pet March 8 
oem, SS Leeds, ne orTeaeller Lecds Pet | | Man beady, - A pa a Gael 
~~ Denis, High, Holborn, Fubmecgee Wet eee Bemmenth, Toler Pols Pe 
wrsVctualler Dudley” soniied., Wernstas, Tisensel | » sine thanen Eercnmannth, Cott Geedianite Sentilles 
fue, Se Ee cea nan Tee aarasoroaghy Yorks Cycle Dealer 

York’ Pet March 7. Ord March 7 


nonaite Wim Litwettys, Cambrian Vaults, New- 
town, a 9 4 Victualler’ Newtown Pet March 7 
P ont a In, Solicitor High Court Pet 
‘g1NCE, Henry. Chancery In, r 
Jan 24 Ord Feb 13 
Roserts, WLM , 1 Bootmaker 
Gloucester Pet March 9 ‘Ora M 


Sanperson, Tom AtsEat, Woking, oy “Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Guildford Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Senpatt, Lucy Lovrsa, Basi ke, Hants, Grocer 
Winchester Pet Mirch 8 March 8 

Suecusy, 4crreep Jonny, Cardiff, Builder’ Cardiff Pet 
March7 Ord 


7 
Waovemay, 4 Morecambe, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Prestoa Pet Fed15 Ord March 8 
Merchaat 


ln ~~ Ricuarp, woy Devon, Coal 
Ww ay | iy Haat, Ardsley, ¥ a Wakefield 
ILsoN, FRED, or! 
Pet March 8 Ord Marc 
FIRST ~<a 


Arwoop, Gzorcz, Horsham, Sussex, Plumber March 21 
at 2.30 Off Reo, 4 Pavilion ten ton 

Barua, ey Hitchin. Hertford, Eagineer March 19 
at2 Sun Hotel, gy * Herts 

Barkes. Fartni ARTHUR. am rd, Bt mag in 7 
Goods March 19 at 12 Buntrapter Carey st 

Beynett, J, Plaistow, Essex March 2iatll Bankruptcy © 
bldgs, Carey st 


Berrertoy, AnTuur, Redditch, Worcester, Journeyman 
Baker March 20 at11 174, Corporation st, Birming- 


wae, 5 Wittram Henry Freperick Gzorcz, Leicester, 


vision hant March 19 at 12.30 Off Reo, . 
Be st, Leicester 
Branam, Geornce BENJamix, Gt Yarmouth, Optician 


March 19 at 3.15 Lovewell Blake, South quay, Gt 
Co hag 7 R West Hartlepool, Drug Sto: 
LLINS, JAMES RICHARD, 
ietor March 3) at 3.45 Grand Hotel, West Hartle- 


CopzLanp, Gronaz Taumay, Crowland. Lincoln, Black- 
— March 22 at 11.30 Law Courts, New rd, Peter- 


a eo ‘Swansea, Builder March 19 at12 Off Reo, 


van Sercivs Heyay, Shrewsbury, Salop, and 
| —)- rrrceaes March 2iat12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


y 
Dawernss, Grorce Wit.1am, Nuneaton, Builder 
ati2 Off 


Rec, 17, Hertford at, Coventr: 

Fawcett, Apert, Barnsley, Yorks. Bank —— 
March 2i at 10.15 Off Ren "Regent st. 

Fixx, Groner Farperick, Wells next Sg Hamad Grocer 
March 20at 3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Fow sr, frepraick Groacs, Apotr Ert, aod Srerinvs 

Lion ABRAHAMS, av, Maida —. Grocers 

March 19 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

Framptos, Epwrx, Hammersmith, Clerk March 20 at 12 





RECEIVING ORDEBS. Gov, ait. Market Weighton, Yorks Tailor March 22 
at L Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 


Govtp, ‘Wists Gravesend, Surveyor March 25 at 11 


115, 


st, Rochester 
Govtpex, Joszea, Newton le Willows, Lancs, Licensed 
Victualler 


March 2) at 11.30 Off Rec, Exchange st, 


Bolton 
—_— ey) Bridgwater, Fiour Merchant March 20 





Burn, Tuomas, taffs, Collier March 21 at Holloway, Provision 
11.30 Off Ree, alsall Dealer High Court Pet March 8 Ord March 8 Off Rec Baldwia st, bristol 

Sreap, Wittiam, Leeds, Mechanic March 18 at 11 Of | Berrs, Epwinx Ricuarp, Acton, Builder Brentford Pet meat | heh, Aucaland, Durham, Painter 
Reo, 22, Park row, Leeds Feb12 Ord March 8 March 19 at2 Three Tuns Hete), Durham 


Srevexson, Frank Bettany, Chesterfield, Destoe, 
ee Joiner March 16 at 1.30 Angel Hotel, 
esterfi 

Veircn, James, Leeds March 15 at 1130 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 

Wusox, Eowanp, Nottingham, Watchmaker March 15 at 
12 Off Reo, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

a ana Gronoina Mary, Weymouth March 19 at 
1 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 5: 


Cue, Joux, Hove, Decorator March 13 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Atiey, Gzonar Tene 
Jens =) - + % uy, Newsvendor High Court Pet 


Askew, Joun — Ctovan, Leicester, Coffee house 
March 4 Ord March 4 
Maidstone, Grocer Malet ne Pet 


4 
Bru, Anraun Grorar, Notti ‘ham, 
Ey me dog = | ‘o ting Builder Nottiogham 
Barzeswouru. CHARLES Crinsrormnn, Willesden Park, 
al oe yo ne het ffi . 
AMUEL HARD, 
~y 4 a] aman, effield, Joiner Sheffield 


Banrtixa, Roperr, 
arch 4 Ord a 


—-- 


a... 
w 


Cops, Arruvr, Manchester 

Dyer, Jossen Samvuer, Brixham, Devon Fish Dealer 
PI Ma March 7 

Fixx, 

Forp, Witutam By Henley on Thames, Grocer 
Reading 


Fow.er, Fasverick Grorus, Avotr Err, and Serrinus 


Goutp, Wituiam Gravesend, "Geet or Rochester Pet 
March 8 Ord March 8 

Guess, Evwiy Henry, Shanklia, lof W, Grocer Newport 
Pet March 9 Ord March 

Hack, @G, 
Court 


Gt Yarmouth Pet March 5 Ord March 5 
Curistorner Vicxry, Anderton, Cornwall, 
icitor Plymouth Pet March8 Ord March 8 

Artuvr Tomas, Clapham, Ironmonger 

worth March 6 Ord March 6 


Ord March 4 
Manchester Pct Fedi6 Ord ' 
March 8 


outh Pet Mareh7 Ord 
RORGE Freperric ee Wells next the Sea, Norfolk, 
Norwich Pet March7 Ord March 7 
Pet Feb 25 Ord March 7 


Lion Anranams, Elgin avenue, ee Vate, 
High Court PetMarch7 Ord March 


Feb 22 Ord March 





Baooxs, Henny, 
SS? EES Pome Onteter 





Hawkins, Joun Ma 
Aylesbury Pet Feb 


Ord March 8 


, Loraxm, Sion, 


Pows.t, Wits 
seme 


Starer, Jouy, Old 


or 
Wooburn tra Greco, Buoks Builder bebe ayy te] 


we... oo Bexsamin, Gt Yarmouth, en | | Horwoop, Agravr Wittiam, Ordham, Licensed a 
March 20 at 3 Off Reo, Bank 


chmbrs, Queen 


Oldham 
Keatixe. ~— awn ~~ end March 19 at 12 Off 


Pavitioa bidgs, Brigh 
Edgbaston, ~~ ington, Electro plater 


Cuaytos, Wittiam Arruur, Foulby. Yorks Surgeon | March @atil 174, Corporation st, we 
Wakefield Pet March 8 Ord March , Parnisox, Joux, K:aresborou th, Cycle Dealer March 22 
Cook, Grorar, Stourport, Worcestera, Wheel wright Kidder- at 11.30 Off Reo, 28 York 
minster Pet March 4 , Parrinson, Tuomas Josern, Giawoa, Cumberlyad, Butcher 


0 at 


12 Off Keo, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
= 


Peck, ee — hy ey 





bidga, Carey 
Uctwart rs, Gambrian Vaults, Newtown, 
arch 21 at 12.30 1, High st, 


at ll 


Newto 


Roorrs, Eve 1, Bristol, Licensed Victualler March 20 at 
Bald Bristol 


12 Off eo win st, 


a Juiavs Laorotp, Bayswater, Wine Merchant 


arch 2lat 12 Bankruptey 2, 
Waren ‘Goal Dealer May 20 


Gou.o, Ewiny, Market Sroetan, Y. oy Tailor York ati? 174, ya st, 
Pet Maroh 7 Ord March Sarrn, Ley nF vrafield. Master Chimney 8 seep 
March 20 at 11 Off Reo, i9, John William et, Huddec- 


field 

Watrace & cn, Jos Gone st March 21 at il 
Suntragter VEE. 

piprthen Dealer High Wsitmay, a Haworth, Yorks, Grocer March 2) at 11 


1, Manor row. Bradf 


vition bidge, 


Guilder March 19 at 12:90 
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ADJUDICATIONS. — ay . + eee Wands- 


Arwoop, Gzorcz, Horsham, Sussex, Plumber Brighton 
Pet March 8 Ord Mareh’8 


Be.u, Frank, -—~ Sisters rd, Holloway. Provision Dealer | 
High Court March 


‘et March 8 8 
Brappock, , hag Krnsy, oe. < Cheshire, Draper 
Stockport Pet Feb18 Ord 
Bensamm, Cuartes Rapcuirre, and lan Ecuerr, Great 
Portland st, Laundrymen High Court Pet Dec 28 


Ord March 5 

Benyett, Ernest Grorcz, Blomfield st, London Wall, 
Printseller High Court Pet Febi9 Ord March 7 

Berrerton, Arruvr, Reddi Journeyman Baker Bir- 
mingham Pet Feb14 March 7 

Baauam, Gronce Bexsamix, Gt Yarmouth, Optician Gt 
Yarmouth Pet March5 Ord March 7 

Baiwemay, Curistorxer Vickry, Anderton, Cornwall, 
Solicitor Plymouth Pet March8 Ord M-rch 8 

Car.ey, ArTuur Tuomas, 2 Junction. Ironmonger 
Wandsworth Pet March 6 Ord March 6 

Come Grorce WILuiam, 4: —+y Norfolk, Draper 


ss h Pot Feb 18 Ord Mas ne 
AYTON, Wirtiam ARTHUR, nilby, orks, Surgeon 
Wakefield Pet March 8 Ord March 8 


Cook. Groncz, a. Se  eeneNee 
Kiddermiaster "Pet larch 1 Ord 
on, Anruvr, M a aD Feb 16 Ord 


9 
enue Water, Yeovil, Baker Yeovil Pet Feb9 Ord 
March 7 


Dawkins, Grorce Wit11am, Nuneaton, Warwicks, Builder 
Coventry Pet March 4 Ord March 8 

Dyer, Josern Samvuet, Brixham, Devon, Fish Dealer 
Plymouth Pet Merch? Ord March 7 

Fixx, Gzoncs Freprericx, Wells next the Ses, Norfolk, 
Grocer March 





Norwich Pet March7 Ord 
Fow.uer, Freperick GrorcE, ADoLF Ert, and Szpriaus | 


Lion Apganane, Elgin “= — Vale, Grocers High | 


Court Pet March7 Ord Mar 


h 8 
Go..or, Ratpx Joseraus, Yeovil Yeovil Pet Feb15 Ord | 
March 7 


Govutp, Emity, Market Le h Yorks, Tailor York | 
Pet March’7 Ord March” 
Gourp, Wiiiam. ay Surveyor Rochester Pet 


8 Ord March 8 
Gusss, Epwin Hewyry, Shanklin. Grocer Newport and | 
Ryde Pet March9 Ord March 9 


Hack, Gronce Sypney, Leadenhall Market, ee | 
Dealer High Court "Pet Feb ad Ord Mareh 





Hanvey, ALBERT, anc 





= 


‘Ord 
Hersert Jozia Harvey, Minton st, 
Manufacturers High Court P 


Bixpts, Tomas, Morecambe, Labourer Prestm Pet 
| March 9_ Ord March 
| Hoveuton, Gzores, Chorlton upon Medlock. Manchester, 
| —— Case Maker ester Pet March 9 Pet 
ar 
Lawrence, WIL.1AM,. orwich, Licensed Victualler 
} Norwich Pet Feb ‘1s Nord March @ 


Lieutroot, 6aran Mania, Chester, Milliner Chester Pet 
March 8 Ord March 8 

Lyons, Leovarp. Leman st, Certificated Bailiff High 
Court Ord March 


7 
Mitter, Joun Tuomas, Liv l, Estate Agent Li 

Pet Feb 12 Ord ae _ — 
Atrrep, Bournemouth, Tailor Poole Pet 
7 Ord March 7 


Parsons, Ciaupg, Bournemouth, Coal Merchant’s Traveller 
Poole Pet March7 Ord March 7 
-— ft. Paseubescagh, Cycle Dealer York Pet 


Peck, _ Lay Copthall bldgs, Stockbroker High 
Court Pet Feb4 Ord March 7 

Prrrcuarpb. Exuis, Four Crosses, nr Pwilheli. Carnarvons. 
General Merchant Portmadoc Pet Feb 15 Ord 
Ord March 4 


Rocers, Ex1za, Bristol. Licensed Victualler Bristol Pet 
March 5 Ord March 9 

Sayperson, Tom Atsert. Woking, Surrey, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Guildford Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Srenpatyt, Lucy am Basingstoke, Hants, Grocer 
Winchester Pet March8 Ord March 8 

reat Joux, Cardiff, Builder’ Cardiff Pet 
Ord March 7 


| SpracuE, Gams Jostan, and James Ex.iort Saunpers, 
} Sener es, See High Court Pet Dec 19 Ord 


Parsons, 
March 





| SHELLEY. 
| 


| Winsams, "“Gewie. Rosert Wittiams, and Wersiey 
Decmvus Mitts Wi1i14Ms, win Furness Iron- 
—— Barrow Furness Pet Feb 5 Ord 


| Winucaas, , Dawlish, Seseat Coal Merchant 
Exeter Pet March7 Ord March 

| Witson, Freep, East Ardsley, Yorks, fe Wakefield 

| Pet March 8 Ord March 8 

YouncuusBanp, Groraina aie, Weymouth Dorchester 
Pel Feb b9 Ord March 7 





EQUITY AND LAW 


TZrIEse ASSUHRA. 


ESTABLISHED 


Funds exceed - 


worn soorrTy. 
1844. 


£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, contai 


alterations, to 


ining full information and other important 


SEORETARY. 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 








R. C. SPURLING, M.A., B.C. . (Oxford), | 
First Class Honours, late Scholar of Christ Church 

attes of Eleventh Edition of “ Smith’s Manual of 
”” Barrister-at- La’ 


Ser nod on Oat Ue 
or Post. 


= Mxamination, 1900, —82 sent up, 67 passed, 14 obtain- 


a Second Class. 
"“Baiversity Examination, 1900,—10 (all those sent up) | 
successful. 


ye, New-court, edearpetineatanes Wo. 


Day, Even- 


ABTED, No. 
oy te ry ss dated December 17th, 1898; 64. 
peer mill paid for same at the Office, 27, Chancery- 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, | 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 





CHAIRMAY : 
Sin HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Bazr., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 








received at anh é . 
—— 8, 34, per 


of Common | 
yD continues to PREPARE for the 
w Examinations 


7 of Vol. XLVII. of the | 


\ ENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 

No. 2% PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
(Removep rrou 6 WHITEHALL.) 
Established med and further empowered by Special Act of 

Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 190. 
Share and Debenture Capital . - £647,970. 
Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
| Keversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 
EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000. 





| Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
| perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 


LOANS granted 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, | 
F. H CLAYTON. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(Estasiisuazspv 1838), 


Joint 





Purchase Interests in pest and Personal 
Property, Life Interests and Life Policies, anJ 
Advance i upon these Securities. 


Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 
The Society has moved from 17 's Arms-yard, to 


TREADWELL | & WRIGHT, 
I, of 8.W., N.U.T., 
33 CHANCERY LANE, W.O. 
LEGAL AND GENERAL SHORTHAND WRITER: 
AND TYPISTS. 
EsTaBLISHED 1845. 
The Shorthand Writers i i 
aaioine«a 
Companies Acts. 
Legal and General Verbatim and Condensed Reporting, 
All kinds of Legal, Literary, and General Copying. 
Gunpetent Clerks for Emergencies ato 
Rooms and Clerks for service of Clients on the premises, 
Country orders returned same day if required. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, 








Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use, 
Suage Cerriricates, DesEntu oa &c., oaseret and 
printed. Orriciat Seats designed and cuneate 


Solicitors” Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE & 
A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts, 
ByShanens: omy vette tener Sengie, Basristes-at-Les, 


EDE AND SON, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


. the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
. Corporation of London, &c. 


To Her Maj 
Judicial 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISRED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


BRAND & CO.’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, dc. 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 








BRAND & OO., LTD., MAYFAIR. & MAYFAIR 
WORKS. ° 


w., 
; VAUZHALL, LONDON, 8.W 
THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


Errs's 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 











FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


30, COLEMAN E.C, 


BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 











Fp} 


HEA 


